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SELECTED PROFILES OF 2008 DAVID L. BOREN SCHOLARS

A Boren Scholar pursuing double major in
international business and finance anc
minor in Arabic languages and literatt
studied Arabic at the University of Damasi
in Syria.

A Boren Scholar pursuing a double majol
Slavic languages diterature and philosoph
studied Russian at Kazan State Unive.

A Boren Scholar pursuing a double majol

biochemistry and  molecular  biolot ar in RUSS|
conducted research and studied Mandari

Wuhan University in China (PR finishing with advanced high proficien.

A Boren Scholar majoring in political science stdliArabic at the University of Jorc.

SELECTED PROFILES OF 2009 DAVID L. BOREN SCHOLARS

A Boren Scholar pursuing a major in internatiorgétions and suainable developmel
studied Swahili at the University of Dar-Salaam in Tanzania.

A Boren Scholar pursuing a double major in inteoral affairs and Latin Americe
studies and already fluent in Spanish and Russighesl Portuguese at Pontific
Universidade Catolica do Rio de Janeiro in B.

A sophomore environmental studies and Chinese gegiand literature double ma
studied Chinese for a year
National Chengchi University i
Taiwan.

A senior political scienc
and environmental studi minor
studied Hebrew for a year at E-
Gurion University in Israu.

‘holar in Indic



SELECTED PROFILES OF 2008 DAVID L. BOREN FELLOWS

A biology doctoral candidate from Arizona State Wity studied Mongolian and
examined vulnerable populations of the birds intNem Mongolia.

A master's in public health candidate from the Wagton University School of
Medicine spent a year in Rwanda studying Swahitl &ench while working with a
Rwanda-based nongovernmental organization, Wonteqisty in Access to Care and
Treatment, which assists female Rwandan genocidevsus infected with HIV/AIDS.

A Southeast Asian studies and social work mastaisdidate from the University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor spent a year in Malaysia stumyivarious Malaysian and
Indonesian dialects, while conducting research geduon the migration of Muslim
women from the Philippines and Indonesia to Malkaysi

2009 Boren Fellow in Cambodi
SELECTED PROFILES OF 2009 DAVID L. BOREN FELLOWS

A PhD in political science candidate from the Umsiy of Southern California
researched transnational actors in the processidi€ial reform and democratization
while studying Serbo-Croatian for a year in Bodd@zegovina and Serbia.

A master’s in international business law candidaten the University of Nebraska
studied law in Japanese at Temple University Bgastdlege of Law in Tokyo.

An international affairs doctoral candidate fromo@ge Mason University studied Tajik
and Farsi while cataloguing the composition of camal non-governmental
organizations and researching under what conditidrear communal NGOS are
functioning in the “post-authoritarian hybrid reginn Dushanbe, Tajikistan.

A PhD in environmental sciences candidate fromUdheersity of Michigan — Ann
Arbor performed research on biodiversity conseoratind the decentralization of
fisheries in Cambodia while studying Khmer.
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Page 59, final bullet point 59
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LETTER FROM THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FOR PERSONNEL AND READINESS

Senator David.. Boren envisioned a program that would provid8.l
undergraduate and graduate students with the apptyrto travel
throughout the world to learn languages aultures Americans rarely
studywith the specific purpose of developing learneticalate, and
trained internationalists for careers in the Feld8@avernmen These
students would add to our nation’s availabilit)ctommunicate and wot
effectively with people from around the wo This vision became
reality in 1991, with the passage of David L. Boren National
Security Education Act creating the National Sdagugducatior
Program (NSEP).

From 19942009, over 4,000 U.S. students benefited from NBB¥d L. Boren Scholarshiy
and Fellowships, Flagship Fellowships, and EndistHeritace Language Speake
ScholarshipsThese awards represent the best of the Americdreh&gucation syster
recipients are highly motivated and are selectealth a rigorous, annual national m-review
competition. Alumni of all these programs agreework in national securityelated position
throughout the Federal Governm:

The National Security Education Progrcontinues to demonstrate its robustness
adaptability.During 2009, NSEP made significant advances in supy Reserve Officers
Training Corps (ROTC) studer Through the ambitious Project Global Officers peogr NSEF
provided funding for language and culture acquisitio students at more than twe
institutions.The Language Flagsl further expanded, developing students wrofessional-
level proficiency in the most critical langua¢ Through an initiative titled the Nation
Language Service Corps, NSEP is spearheading am eff behalf of the Department
Defense to assemble citizens whose language afespranal skils are highly developed al
available to serve our country in a time of n

In summary, the NSEEontinues to play a vital role in helping our coyrib develop America
citizens with solid grounding in less commonly taulganguages and-depth knowldge of
critical world regionsThis Congressional-mandated report discusses initiativ
accomplishments, and challenges to the prog

Dr. Clifford L. Stanley



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROGRAM BACKGROUND

The David L. Boren National Security Education Axft 1991 (P.L. 102-183), as amended,
codified in U.S.C. 50 81904t seqg, mandated that the Secretary of Defense creatsastain a
program to award scholarships to U.S. undergradstatdents; fellowships to U.S. graduate
students; and grants to U.S. institutions of higeducation. These awards are for study or
program development in languages and regions a@rit@ national security, which are under-
represented in U.S. study. In 2006, the Secrethyebense designated the Under Secretary of
Defense for Personnel and Readiness (USD/P&R) ¢osee the program. The Under Secretary
also chairs the statutory National Security EdwraBoard, comprised of seven senior Federal
Government members and six Presidential appointees.

MAJOR GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

NSEP was created to develop a much-needed stragagitership between the national security
community and higher education to address natioeatls for expertise in critical languages and
regions. Its major objectives are to: 1) developaal of language-capable professionals in
various fields of study available for employmenthwiederal national security agencies; and 2)
enhance the capacity of U.S. universities to tdemh languages and regional studies. NSEP
legislation requires award recipients to seek workhe Federal Government in an area related
to national security.

Since the program began in 1994, NSEP has met acekeded all program objectives and
expectations. NSEP has:

Demonstrated flexibility by addressing changing daeds and requirements;

Responded to the needs of the national securitynoamty for language and area
expertise by regularly surveying those needs aridcueing the program to meet
emphasized language and country requirements;

Consistently enhanced internal program performaaod results through internal
refinements and modifications;

Established and maintained high standards for axtabiity and measurement by
selecting award recipients based on a rigoroust#reriew process for applicants who
indicate an interest in working for the Federal &owent;

Certified and documented end-of-study language igeoicy levels for all award

recipients;

Vi



Facilitated the placement of NSEP award recipiamtiederal national security-related
jobs;

Dramatically increased the diversity of Americatzeins who undertake serious study of
less familiar languages and cultures that are tot&l.S. national security;

Created opportunities that allow more students frmm-traditional fields of study (e.g.,
applied sciences, engineering, law) to develop i@ international skills;

Provided the Federal Government with a pool of ageklified applicants with
demonstrated cultural knowledge and certified |lagguskills essential to U.S. national
security;

Established a pipeline of students who will congirtheir international education from
undergraduate through graduate studies in and aboid regions where the U.S. has
longstanding shortfalls in important cultural anddguage expertise;

Forged an effective strategic partnership betwherf@deral national security community
and higher education;

Developed and implemented new, innovative progrdrasemphasize the importance of
coupling international education with rigorous laage study.

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

NSEP is the only federally-funded effort focused thre combined issues of language
proficiency, national security, and the needs a& federal workforce. In conjunction with
technology and research-oriented investments, N&pResents an integral component of a
national security strategy to eliminate the serigyuage deficit in the Federal Government.
NSEP provides clear measures of performance ansuatability for its initiatives including:
detailed monitoring of the performance of awardpients, language proficiency testing, and
federal job placement assistance and tracking.ntentstand NSEP’s unique contributions to the
nation, it is important to compare NSEP award rieas with general trends in U.S. education:

According to the most recent national data from 2001 percent of all American
students studying abroad are enrolled in programBurope, Australia, and the South
Pacific Islands. In contrast, NSEP exclusively sarfgptravel to less-commonly studied
regions of the world, excluding those mentionedvab®uring the 2008-2009 two-year
period, NSEP award recipients studied in 57 coestri enhancing their understanding of
52 different languages and cultures. ApproximaB83ypercent of NSEP awards went to
individuals studying in the Middle East and Nortfriéa.

Fewer than 5 percent of all U.S. students studyhgpad enroll in full academic or
calendar-year programs based on most recent nhfindangs. NSEP emphasizes long-
term academic study. Seventy-five percent of NS&Rra recipients studied abroad for
an academic year or longer

Seventy-six percent of higher education foreigrgleage enrollments in the U.S. are in
French, German, ltalian, and Spanish. NSEP awanigieaits become proficient in less
commonly studied languages such as Arabic, Mand&ninese, and Persian-Farsi

Vii



NSEP focuses on rigorous language study. lts awanipients are high-aptitude
language learners who reach higher proficiencyl$ewethe course of their NSEP-funded
study than their cohorts in higher education

SERVICE TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

NSEP is firmly established as a significant conitd to the Federal Government’s effort to
address serious shortfalls in foreign language ared expertise. NSEP’s “hands on” approach
ensures every award recipient is equipped with kedge on how to identify appropriate

Federal jobs, and that Federal agencies know hoideatify and recruit NSEP Scholars and
Fellows.

Over 1,900 NSEP award recipients have fulfilledvere in the process of fulfilling their service

requirement as of December 2000f the 1,996 Boren Scholars who incurred a servic
requirement, 739 have completed their service m BHederal Government, 157 in higher
education, and 21 have worked in both governmedtestucation. Of the 1,448 Boren Fellows
who incurred a service requirement, 437 have seirvélde Federal Government, 432 in higher
education, and 41 have worked in both governmeditesiucation. Of the 178 Flagship Fellows
who incurred a service requirement, 61 have serrvéte Federal Government, two (2) in higher
education and three (3) in both. Of th&3 English for Heritage Language Speakers (EHLS)
Scholars available for employment, 34 have servethé Federal Government. Many award
recipients are still students and therefore havteyabbegun seeking employment to fulfill their

service requirements; meanwhile, a considerable beunof awardees are actively seeking
employment. The federal agencies where award exdpiwork include the Department of

Defense, the Intelligence Community, and the Depants of Commerce, Energy, Homeland
Security, Justice, and State.

NSEP’S EXPANDING ROLE

Building on the success of its David L. Boren Sahships and Fellowships and The Language
Flagship, NSEP has undergone dramatic expansitheifast several years. Congress authorized
NSEP to initiate the EHLS program, designed to hel. citizens who are native speakers of
critical languages develop professional-level Estglproficiency. NSEP has also expanded The
Language Flagship initiative, which seeks to reshitye manner in which critical languages are
taught and learned in the U.S. In 2007, the Natibaaguage Service Corps (formerly known as
the Civilian Linguist Reserve Corps or CLRC) PiRrbject began developing the foundation of
what is hoped to become a fully operational prognarB010. NSEP represents the Department
of Defense in the President’s National Securitydigage Initiative (NSLI) introduced in January
2006 with The Language Flagship K-16 pipeline ptgeand the National Language Service
Corps. Finally, in 2007, NSEP became a key actthenProject GO (Global Officers) initiative,
which aims to improve the language skills, regiomgbertise and intercultural communication
skills of future military officers.
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|. NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION PROGRAM:
THE FUTURE OF LANGUAGE AND CULTURE LEARNING

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

The National Security Education Program (NSEP) watablished by the David L. Boren
National Security Education Act (NSEA), P.L. 10231&s amended, codified at 50 U.S.C.
81901et seq It was signed into law by President George HBWsh on December 4, 1991. The
NSEA mandated the Secretary of Defense to createN#tional Security Education Program
(NSEP) to award: (1) scholarships to U.S. undengmtal students to study abroad in areas
critical to U.S. national security; (2) fellowshifisU.S. graduate students to study languages and
world regions critical to U.S. national securitypda(3) grants to U.S. institutions of higher
education to develop programs of study in and alwouintries, languages, and international
fields critical to national security and under-reggnted in U.S. study. Also mandated in the
NSEA was the creation of the National Security Edionn Board (NSEB) to provide overall
guidance for NSEP.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES AND |NITIATIVES

NSEP represents an important post-Cold War investnre vital expertise in languages and
cultures critical to U.S. national security. Thergpase of NSEP is to enhance the national
security of the U.S. by increasing our nationalazafy to deal effectively with foreign cultures

and languages. 50 U.S.C. 81901(c) of the NSEA rmdlithe five major objectives for the

program:

1. To provide the necessary resources, accourtyakaind flexibility to meet the national
security education needs of the U.S., especialsual needs change over time;
2. To increase the quantity, diversity, and qualityhe teaching and learning of subjects in

the fields of foreign languages, area studies, tuproliferation studies, and other
international fields that are critical to the Nat® interests;

3. To produce an increased pool of applicants forkwn the departments and agencies of
the U.S. Government with national security respahses;
4, To expand, in conjunction with other federal greoms, the international experience,

knowledge base, and perspectives on which the titi@enry, government employees,
and leaders rely; and
5. To permit the Federal Government to advocatediuse of international education.

In order to carry out the purpose and objectivasbgeCongress, NSEP is responsible for six
major initiatives:



David L. Boren Scholarships Individual awards to U.S. undergraduates to stasipad
in geographic areas critical to U.S. national séguwand in which U.S. students are
traditionally under-represented.

David L. Boren Fellowships Individual awards to U.S. graduate students tolyst
foreign areas, languages, and other internatioglalsf crucial to U.S. national security.

The Language Flagship Grants to U.S. institutions of higher educatiordevelop and
implement programs of advanced instruction in @aitianguages (to attain professional-
level fluency [level 3]} and individual fellowships to graduate studentsstmport
advanced study of these languages.

English for Heritage Language Speakers (EHLS) Individual scholarships provide
intensive English language instruction at U.S.iiag8bns of higher education for U.S.
citizens who are native speakers of critical lamggsa

National Language Service Corps (NLSC) Development of an entirely new
organization to provide and maintain a readily Em@e civilian corps of certified
expertise in languages determined to be criticalatonal security available for short-
term Federal assignments based on a national entgrge surge need.

Project Global Officers (Project GO). Grants to U.S. institutions of higher education,
with a particular focus given to Senior Military &ges, to improve the language skills,
regional expertise and intercultural communicaskitis of future military officers.

Each of the six initiatives is detailed in subseguw®mmponents of this report.

PROGRAM RESULTS

In recent years, NSEP achieved significant suceessincreased recognition based on recent
strategic positioning, including:

The Department of Defense Language Transformatlan, Peleased in February 2005,
which recognizes the vital role that NSEP playsbuilding a national capacity in

languages.

The 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review, which includesomprehensive plan for

investing in language capacity and identifies aamaple for NSEP throughout this

process.

The President’s National Security Language Inik@tnnounced in January 2006, which
includes major recommendations for expansion of RISE

The U.S. Government relies on the Inter-Languagen@table (ILR) language proficiency scale:
0 is No Proficiency; 0+ is Memorized ProficiencyislElementary Proficiency; 1+ is Elementary Prieficy,
Plus; 2 is Limited Working Proficiency; 2+ is Lirail Working Proficiency, Plus; 3 is General Profesal
Proficiency; 3+ is General Professional Proficierelus; 4 is Advanced Professional Proficiencyjgi+
Advanced Professional Proficiency, Plus; 5 is Fiamell Native Proficiency



The Secretary of Defense realignment of NSEP in620Ghich fully integrates the
National Security Education Program into the Offadfethe Under Secretary (Personnel
and Readiness), where responsibility for languagesight resides.

NSEP has compiled an impressive record of attrgcemtraordinary applicants who are

dedicated to the study of difficult languages angl lsighly motivated to work in the national

security arena. NSEP is the sole federally-fundexyjam that focuses not only on language
proficiency, but also on national security and tieeds of the Federal workforce. Additionally,
NSEP remains unique in its maintenance of rigotaud clearly-defined performance metrics,
including detailed monitoring of its award recipignlanguage proficiency testing, and job
placement statistics collection. NSEP’s successestandem with other technology- and

research-oriented investments, represent an integraponent of the Federal Government’'s
national security strategy to eliminate the serioasonal language deficit.

NSEP made its first Boren Scholarship and Fellogvstwards in May 1994. Since then, it has
awarded 2,553 Boren Scholarships to undergraddatestudy in 82 countries and 72 less

commonly studied languages; and 1,448 Boren Feligpggo those in graduate school for study
in more than 125 countries and 107 critical langsad hrough The Language Flagship, NSEP
has funded 157 Flagship Fellowships beginning i@32@nd currently provides support to 22
Flagship Centers (U.S. institutions of higher ediocaor consortia). Through the English for

Heritage Language Speakers (EHLS) program, NSERdagall3 EHLS Scholarships and

provided grants to two institutions of higher edi@masince it began making EHLS Scholarships
in 2006. Through the Project Global Officers (Pebj@O) program, NSEP provided grants to 24
institutions of higher education since 2007.

The National Security Education Act (NSEA) initialhcluded a “payback” provision, requiring
all Boren Fellowship recipients and those BorendBaiship recipients receiving assistance for
12 months or more to “work for the Federal Governtv@ in the field of education in the area
of study for which the Scholarship or Fellowshipsveavarded.” Undergraduates with 12 or more
months of assistance were required to serve fosdhge period of time for which assistance was
provided, and graduates were required to servenamam of one year and no more than three
years. This “payback” provision has evolved sigmwifitly since 1994. The NSEP Service
Requirement discussion in Section VIII provides etaded description and analysis of the
service provisions, which have resulted in morenthgd00 NSEP Scholars and Fellows who
have fulfilled or are fulfilling service in natiohsecurity positions as of December 2009.

PROGRAM FLEXIBILITY

NSEP has demonstrated a remarkable flexibility eaqghcity to respond to new challenges and
federal needs. A number of important changes haearced since NSEP began making awards
in 1994 that further sharpened the focus, accoilityatand responsiveness to national security
needs.

In 1996, the Department of Defense worked with Cesg to substantially revise the
service requirement to expand payback to the fédecor. Revisions included service



requirements for all Boren Scholarship recipiemtst (just those receiving 12 or more
months of assistance) and emphasized the priasitydrk for federal agencies and
organizations involved in national security. Thesanges have successfully narrowed
the applicant base for NSEP to those undergradw@atdsgraduates motivated to seek
federal employment. Further elaboration is providedection IX._The NSEP Service
Requirement.

NSEP initiated language proficiency testing forBdiren Scholars and Fellows in 1996.
It is the only federally-funded program in higheatueation that requires such testing.
Language testing provides important nationally geiped certification for NSEP award
recipients when they seek employment based on keguage competencies. Section
VIII of this report outlines results of languag®ficiency testing.

Responding to the needs increasingly articulatetetgral agencies, NSEP proposed the
creation of The Language Flagship in 2000, with theent of forging a strategic
partnership with higher education. The goal — todpce professionals with a superior
level ability in the languages most critical to U.Sational security — has received
national attention and has stimulated a natiorf@rtefo embrace language learning in
U.S. education.

A host of additional opportunities have broadenee $cope and influence of NSEP,
giving the program a chance to demonstrate itsimoad ability to respond to and meet
the needs of the national security community. Thesmts and results are listed in detail
in Section X:_ The Future and NSEP

NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION BOARD

Oversight for NSEP and the programs listed in thort is provided by a 13-member National
Security Education Board (NSEB), comprised of reprgatives from seven Cabinet-level
departments and six other members appointed byPthsident by and with the advice and
consent of the Senafe.

The Secretary of Defense oversees NSEP in consultaith the NSEB, of which the Secretary
is the statutory Chairman. The Secretary delegtitese authorities and responsibilities to the
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and ResslinThe NSEB oversees the work of the
NSEP staff with regards to: developing criteria &gvards; providing for wide dissemination of
information regarding the program; establishinglifjeations for scholarship, fellowship, and
grant applicants; and recommending critical areastudy by program participants.

Serving the NSEB and assisting the NSEP staffli8-enember Group of Advisors (GoA) from
institutions of higher education. These memberyidmexpert advice to the NSEB and staff,
and act as liaisons between higher education arEPN$he GoA represents a cross section of
higher education including universities, collegasg community colleges; major discipline areas
such as business and engineering; major functemeals important to the goals and objectives of
the program such as foreign languages and aregestwhd a broad geographical, ethnic, and
cultural distributior? These advisors meet prior to NSEB meetings anther appropriate times

2For the current membership of the NSEB, see AppelndNational Security Education Board Members.
3For the current membership of the GoA, see Appehti’SEP Group of Advisors.



when their input is needed. Individually and cdilesly these advisors provide a vehicle for
ensuring that a continuing dialogue between higitercation and NSEP is in place to meet the
requirements of the legislation 50 U.S.C. 81903 (6)

NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION PROGRAM FUNDING

The National Security Education Act included langgiahat created the National Security
Education Trust Fund and required an annual repoits status. The trust fund supported NSEP
funding and administrative costs from FY1992 thiougY2005. In FY2006 NSEP became
exclusively funded through the Department of Dedeasnual appropriations process as well as
the Office of the Director for National Intelligea¢ODNI).

2008 Boren Fellow in South Africa
NEEDS ANALYSIS FOR AREAS OF EMPHASIS

In 1995, NSEP began surveying Federal agencies@ashizations involved in national security
affairs to assess their needs for individuals wWglobal skills” based on their knowledge of
world regions, languages and cultures, and fieldstfdy. The results of these surveys
demonstrate that agencies are eager to locate ienéhtlividuals with global skills that extend



across a wide breadth of non-Western countries, areoproficient in less-commonly taught
languages, and who have expertise in a broad raindisciplines. This survey process resulted
in an annual list oNSEP Areas of Emphasfbelow). NSEP focuses on languages and areas
identified as most critical while maintaining aaliinvestment in those languages and areas that
may be important in the future. This list has ramdi essentially unchanged since 2000. NSEP
routinely consults with the Department of Defensai@r language authority, senior language
officers throughout the government, as well as otfaional security agencies to revalidate and
update the list based on assessments routinelytakda by these organizations.

NSEPAREA OF EMPHASIS: WORLD REGIONS/COUNTRIES

AFRICA

Angola Congo, Democratic Republi@  Congo, Repudic
Cote d’lvoire Eritrea Ethiopia
Kenya Liberia Nigeria
Rwanda Sierra Leone Sudan
Tanzania Uganda South Africa
Zimbabwe

EAST ASIA AND PACIFIC

Burma Cambodia China
Indonesia Japan Korea, North
Korea, South Malaysia Philippines
Taiwan Thailand Vietham
EAST EUROPE AND EURASIA

Albania Armenia Azerbaijan
Belarus Bosnia and Herzegovina Bulgaria
Croatia Czech Republic Georgia
Hungary Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstan
Macedonia Moldova Poland
Romania Russia Serbia and Montenegro
Slovakia Slovenia Tajikistan
Turkey Ukraine Uzbekistan
LATIN AMERICA AND CARIBBEAN

Argentina Brazil Chile
Colombia Cuba El Salvador
Guatemala Haiti Honduras
Mexico Nicaragua Panama
Peru Venezuela




NEAR EAST

Algeria Bahrain Egypt

Iran Iraq Israel

Jordan Kuwait Lebanon
Libya Morocco Oman

Qatar Saudi Arabia Syria

Tunisia United Arab Emirates Yemen
SOUTH ASIA

| Afghanistan | India | Pakistan |

*World Regions and the respective countries inatldee based on the U.S. Department of State
classification system, and are listed in alphabétarder. NSEP has renamed the category

“Europe” with “East Europe and Eurasia.”

NSEPAREA OF EMPHASIS: LANGUAGES

The list of languages emphasized by NSEP reflectseal for more than 50 languages. Among
the languages emphasized by NSEP, the greatestwasedxpressed for Arabic (and dialects),
Chinese (Mandarin), Hindi, Japanese, Korean, PaBletsian, Russian, Turkish, and Urdu.

Albanian Amharic Arabic (and dialects)
Armenian Azerbaijani Belarusian

Bosnian Bulgarian Burmese
Cantonese Czech Georgian

Hebrew Hindi Hungarian
Indonesian Japanese Javanese

Kazakh Khmer Korean

Kurdish Kyrgyz Lingala

Macedonian Malay Mandarin
Mongolian Pashto Persian (Farsi/Dari)
Polish Portuguese Punjabi

Romanian Russian Serbian

Sinhala Slovak Slovenian

Swalhili Tagalog Tajik

Tamil Telegu Thai

Turkish Turkmen Uighur

Ukrainian Urdu Uzbek

Viethnamese




The languages above are listed in alphabetic oatst, reflect the principal languages of
each emphasized country of study. Other languagdsdelects spoken by a significant
population in the countries listed above are alapleasized.

NSEPAREA OF EMPHASIS: FIELDS OF STUDY

In addition to applications from students who spkze in any of these world regions or
languages, NSEP welcomes requests for funding fiodividuals seeking degrees in
multidisciplinary fields that include one of thdssted below.

Agricultural and Food Sciences Area/Regional Stidie
Business and Economics Computer and Informatioarfseis
Engineering and Applied Sciences (includingoreign Languages
Biology, Chemistry, Environmental
Sciences, Mathematics, and Physics)

Health and Biomedical Sciences History
International Affairs Law
Linguistics Other Social Sciences (Anthropology,

Psychology, Sociology)

Political Science and Policy Studies

2009 Boren Scholar in China



II. DAVID L. BOREN SCHOLARSHIPS:
PROVIDING AMERICAN STUDENTS EXPERIENCES IN CRITICAL AREAS

NSEP awards David L. Boren Scholarships to outstgndndergraduate students who are U.S.
citizens studying languages, cultures, and regadribe world critical to national security. This
initiative is administered for NSEP by the Ins@udf International Education (lIE). IIE is a
nationally recognized non-profit organization thais been a leader in promoting international
education since 1919.

The competition cycle for each academic year ioanoed in September with applications due
in February. NSEP employs an independent, meridasview process conducted by a cross-
section of university faculty and professionalshage levels (on-campus, regional, and national).
Panelists consider the merits of applicants, aedptiocess ensures that award recipients are of
the highest quality, as well as diverse. Applicaats judged on their academic merit; their
ability to articulate the role that the proposeatigtabroad program will play in their education;
and career plans, including a clear descriptiocooimitment to Federal service.

In 2008, 149 Boren Scholarships were awarded, antlapplicant to award ratio of 5:1; in 2009,
130 Boren Scholarships were awarded, with an agmtito award ratio of 7:1 A list of all 2008
Boren Scholarship recipients can be found in Apperd 2008 David L. Boren Scholars.

Likewise, all 2009 Boren Scholarship recipients t@&nfound in Appendix B: 2009 David L.

Boren Scholars.

Scholarship Total Number of  Total Award Countries of Languages States
Year Applicants Schools Recipients Study Studied Represented
2008 697 285 149 28 21 38
2009 896 355 130 31 23 40

PORTRAITS OF BOREN SCHOLARS ABROAD

A sophomore political science major and internalomelations minor from the
University of Maryland-Baltimore County studied kan through the Towson
University South Korea exchange program hosted days€i University.

A junior aerospace engineering major from PennsydvaState University studied
Turkish in Istanbul for a year, reporting for ainatl newspaper and ultimately reached
advanced language proficiency.



A junior political science and music double majod&Slavic languages and literatures
minor from Arizona State University improved herliBlo to advanced high level
proficiency at Jagiellonian University and Adam Kwicz University in Poland.

The 14-year history of NSEP awards indicates tpatieants are highly sensitive to changes in
the international arena and orient their studiethtse languages and areas they perceive are
most important together with the areas emphasizetNBEP. As demonstrated in the graph
below, a large proportion of 2008 and 2009 apptEgmoposed to study in the Near East
(Middle EastandNorth Africa) and East Asia/Pacific regions. Boren Scholarsrdea funding

to these regions proposed study in languages ssidhrabic, Persian dialects, and Mandarin.
Due to a decline in the number of Boren Scholare stindied Albanian and Romanian in 2008
and 2009, so too did the number of Boren Scholé&s studied in Eastern Europe and Eurasia.

Regions of Study: 2008-09 Boren Scholars

Number of Scholars

As demonstrated in the chart on the following pafyebic was the predominant language
studied by Boren Scholars in 2008 and 2009, witmdiéain Chinese the second most studied
language. Russian, Japanese and Korean roundetheubp five languages studied, with

remaining languages, such as Swabhili and Fargljestun smaller numbers.
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Top Five Languages Studied: 2008 -09 Boren Scholars

Number of Scholars

All Additional Languages Studied: 2008 Boren Scholar

® Turkish

® Hindi

= Serbo-Croatian
Kyrgyz
Thai

1
1

m Swabhili

u Hebrew
m Persian

Luganda

111

® Portuguese B Spanish
ECzech E Farsi
® Banasa Indonesian = Quechua

Vietnamese Tamil
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All Additional Languages Studied: 2009 Boren Scholar s

1

1

= Swabhili B Spanish E Turkish H Portuguese
E Hindi = Hebrew E Banasa Indonesian B Quechua
mCzech B Kyrgyz E Luganda = Viethamese
= Amharic = Georgian Mongolian = Slovenian

= Uighur Ukrainian

From 2008 to 2009, the number of Boren Scholarading on international affairs and applied
sciences increased, while other areas of studyedsed slightly. A description of the specific
disciplines within each of these categories canfdaad in Appendix C: List of Majors by
Academic Fieldslt is normal to see a small degree of fluctuagiear by year.

Fields of Study: 2008-09 Boren Scholars

4
<
o
<
&}
n
5 = 2008
@ = 2009
o
S
=
] .
International Social Area/Language Applied Other Business
Affairs Sciences* Studies Sciences

* All Social Sciences except International Affairs.
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As previously stated, NSEP emphasizes longer-teademic study for all of its Boren Scholars.

This focus is in stark contrast to trends towardrir duration programs popular among many
U.S. higher education students. More than 80 pémmeRB009 Boren Scholars opted to enroll in

programs of an academic-year or longer in duratamle about 15 percent were enrolled in

programs between a semester in length but lessaihatademic year. Approximately 4 percent
of Scholars were enrolled in summer-long progranisch are reserved exclusively for students
in the sciences or early stages of their highercaglon (freshman and sophomores). These
students frequently return for longer periods afigtlater in their undergraduate careers.

Duration Abroad: 2008 -09 Boren Scholars

120

100

80

m 2008

60 = 2009

Number of Scholars

40

20

Summer 6-10 Weeks Semester > 2.5 Months Year > 6 Months

In summary, the number of undergraduates who sélmgad in countries important to U.S.

national security through the David L. Boren Schalig program continues to increase. Boren
Scholars are also studying abroad for longer permictime than in years past. The languages
studied by Boren Scholars continue to consist o¢hthat are critical to U.S. interests in

combination with fields of study that strongly soppareas of importance to the Federal
Government.

2009 Boren Scholar in Indonesia
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[ll. DAVID L. BOREN FELLOWSHIPS:
PROVIDING AMERICAN STUDENTS EXPERIENCES IN CRITICAL AREAS

David L. Boren Fellowships provide funding to U.&aduate students to add an important
international and language component to their gaeededucation through specialization in area
and language study. As with Boren ScholarshipseBdtellowships support study and research
in areas of the world that are critical to U.Senessts, including Africa, Asia, Central and Eastern
Europe, Eurasia, Latin America and the Middle E&sdbm 1994 to 2006, Boren Fellowships
were administered for NSEP by the Academy for Etdanal Development (AED). In March
2006, administration of the Boren Fellowships washdferred to the Institute of International
Education (IIE). All Boren Fellows are now servedllE awards.

The competitions for each award cycle are annoumte8eptember with applications due in
January. NSEP utilizes a nationally competitiveritreased review process. A first stage review
is done by academic discipline merit review pateli¥hese panelists then forward the highest
guality applications to a national panel. Natiopahels are composed of college and university
faculty, as well as experts from the public and/giie sectors. Applicants are judged on their
academic record; their potential for success inirth@oposed study; the quality and
appropriateness of their proposed program aneligvance to the goals of NSEP; their language
interest and aptitude; their commitment to intaoreatl education to fulfill academic and career
goals; and their strong commitment to service emRbderal Government.

In 2008, 92 Boren Fellowships were awarded, witrapplicant to award ratio of about 4:1. A
total of 98 Boren Fellowships were awarded in 20@&h an applicant to award ratio of
approximately 5:1. A list of all 2008 Boren Felldws recipients can be reviewed in Appendix
D: 2008 David L. Boren Fellows, while a list of &009 Boren Fellowship recipients can be
reviewed in Appendix E: 2009 David L. Boren Fellows

Fellowship Total Number of  Total Award Countries of Languages States
Year Applicants Schools Recipients Study Studied Represented
2008 388 113 92 32 24 32
2009 499 130 98 42 36 27

PORTRAITS OF BOREN FELLOWS ABROAD

A master's degree candidate from Johns Hopkins éfgity’'s School of Advanced
International Studies (SAIS) performed researclherrelationship between the Shia and
Sunni Muslims in Uttar Pradesh, while studying Hind three different regions,
Allahabad, Lucknow, and Varanasi in India.

14



A PhD in biological sciences from the UniversityWhashington studied Arabic in Syria
for a year while conducting research on conserma@tiorts and species loss within
Lebanon’s Al Shouf Cedar Reserve and other natipaiks.

A PhD in sociology candidate from the UniversityMichigan carried out research on
capitalist marketization and democratic transitilorpost-colonial Eastern Europe, while
studying Polish and Ukrainian in Poland.

In 2008 and 2009, the countries in which most Bdfeltows studied included China, Brazil,
Egypt, Morocco, Japan, and Syria. Increased staudye East Asia/Pacific and Africa regions
over the two-year time period was due to an in@easthe number of Fellows studying
languages such as Japanese, Swabhili, and Manddms.trend demonstrates that a growing
number of specialists in these languages and eglire developing competitive applications for
Boren Fellowships.

Regions of Study: 2008-09 Boren Fellows

35
30
25 A

20 =2008

15 - = 2009
10 -

5_
O_

Number of Fellows

Boren Fellows studied 24 languages in 2008 withbfrand Mandarin being the most prevalent.
In 2009, Boren Fellows studied 36 languages; Aralid Mandarin again continued to remain
most popular. A full listing of languages studiedhboth years is illustrated on the following
pages.
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Top Five Languages Studied: 2008-09 Boren Fellows

30

25 A

20

15

10

Number of Fellows

Arabic

m 2008

= 2009

Mandarin

Portuguese Russian Swabhili

All Additional Languages Studied: 2008 Boren Fellows

m Japanese

H Persian

= Serbo-Croatian
= Albanian

= Kazakh

m Korean

= Uighur

B Tajik

= Azerbaijani

Mongolian

1 1

H Bahasa Indonesian ® Hindi

= Urdu m Khmer

B Thai = Afrikaans
Bambara = Bulgarian
Quechua
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m Bahasa Indonesian ® Japanese
® Spanish ® Turkish

B Serbo-Croatian B Tajik

mCzech ® Georgian
Mayan = Nepali
Turko-Tataric Ukrainian
Zulu

= Korean

mYoruba

®Thai

= Kyrgyz

= Niger-Kordofanian

Viethamese

®m Hindi

= Uighur

EBengali

®lao
Slovak

Xhosa

All Additional Languages Studied: 2009 Boren Fellows

® Persian

= Khmer

® Cambodian

¥ | atvian
Tagalog

Zapotoc

The number of Boren Fellows who were enrolled Eedanguage studies, applied sciences, and
other fields of study such as urban and regiorahiuhg or law increased from 2008 to 2009,
while other areas of study decreased slightly. gitagh on the following page outlines all fields
of study pursued by 2008 and 2009 Boren Fellowsnéted in Section Il, a description of the
specific disciplines within each of these categogan be found iM\ppendix C: List of Majors

by Academic Fields

17




Fields of Study: 2008-09 Boren Fellows

m 2008
m 2009

Number of Fellows

* All Social Sciences except International Affairs.

Nearly all NSEP Boren Fellows devote significantipgs of time to study overseas, in order to
immerse themselves in critical languages. In comparto the 65 percent of Boren Fellows who

spent an academic year or more abroad in 2007,8percent of Fellows in 2008 and again in
2009 studied overseas for an academic year or tpngdle about 20 percent studied for a

semester or less during the same time pérDde to their commitment to study less commonly
taught languages and cultures for longer periodsrad, Boren Fellows have made tremendous
gains in critical language and cultural proficiency

“NSEP supports Boren Fellows for up to 12 monthsadr
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Duration of Study: 2008-09 Boren Fellows

m 2008
m 2009

Number of Fellows

Summer 6-10 Weeks Semester > 2.5 Months Year > 6 Months

During the course of their graduate studies, Bdteltows purposefully choose to study abroad
in countries important to U.S. national securitg. with Boren Scholars, Boren Fellows continue
to acquire language and area studies skills tmahgly support critical capacity needs of the
Federal Government.

2008 Boren Fellow in Tajikistan
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IV. THE LANGUAGE FLAGSHIP:
CHANGING THE PARADIGM OF LANGUAGE EDUCATION IN THE U.S.

HISTORY OF THE LANGUAGE FLAGSHIP

The Department of Defense represents the largegloger, both civilian and military, of
Americans with skills in communicating in other ¢arages. NSEP recognizes that in order for
the Department and the broader U.S. national dgcand foreign affairs community to meet
current and future needs for a globally trainedkiance, it must rely on our national education
system to graduate high school and college studeititsfacilities in language critical to our
future. The Language Flagship represents a stcapaginership with higher education to address
this critical issue. As a component of NSEP, Thedieage Flagship began in the early 2000s as
a small pilot project to assist or aid several UcBlleges and universities to build critical
language programs that produce graduates with gsiofieal-level language proficiency
(attainment of ILR 3 or ACTFL Superiot).

The program was originally structured to create mogportunities for high proficiency-based
language learning for a small cohort of studentthatpost-baccalaureate (post-BA) level. All
Flagship post-BA programs were comprised of anngitee year of language study in the U.S.
followed by an articulated program of overseas ytadmposed of internships and direct
enrollment in content courses taught in the talygjuage.

From 2001, when the first pilot grants were awarded2005, Flagship successfully developed
post-BA programs in Arabic, Chinese, Korean, Pers@éad Russian. In addition to the post-BA
pilot efforts, two undergraduate Flagship Centemrewvestablished to test the capacity of
institutions to produce undergraduate students \pithfessional-level language proficiency.
During this period, The Language Flagship alsobdistaed a pilot effort in the form of a K-12
(Kindergarten through i2grade) Chinese Flagship program to create anubated language
program in the Portland Public Schools. In Janui0§6, the Flagship program expanded to
include a Flagship Center for Hindi/Urdu and twadiéidnal K-12 programs in Arabic and
Chinese as part of the President’s National Seclahguage Initiative (NSLI).

5 The Interagency Language RoundtalildR() is an unfunded Federal interagency organizatstalbdished for the
coordination and sharing of information on languagjated activities at the Federal level. The IldRls classifies
five primary levels, which are the official Goverant Language Skill Level Descriptions are knowrthes “ILR
Scale” or the “ILR Definitions.” All U.S. Governméagencies adhere to the ILR Definitions as thadsed rubric
to determine language proficienddCTFL (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Laaggs) developed
and published for academic use proficiency gui@alibased on the ILR definitions. THER Level 3 and the
ACTFL Superior ratings are equivalent; each requires the abitityuse the language with sufficient structural
accuracy and vocabulary to participate effectivielyformal and informal interactions on practicabcgl and
professional topics.
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The results of these initial pilot efforts betwe2@01 and 2006 were highly encouraging.
Institutions created highly effective programs aaldents rose to meet the challenge. However,
it was clear that an effort focusing on a post-BAdal would mean that the results would
remain limited and out of reach for most Americtudents. It was also clear that truly changing
the paradigm of language learning in the U.S. acliexing the Flagship goal of reaching
thousands of students required mainstreaming clarioto students’ undergraduate years and,
at a minimum, articulating those curricula dowrhigh schools.

Recognizing the potential of the Flagship model Hredimperative to broaden opportunities for
U.S. students, The Language Flagship refocusecefitat in 2006 to include advanced,
proficiency-based language instruction as an ialegomponent of undergraduate education.
This shift in approach meant that all Flagship @entvere asked to develop curricula focusing
on the needs of undergraduates and to implemerdrgratiuate curricula by the beginning of
2007. The primary goal was simple, yet highly daadiing: to build curricula to offer
undergraduate students, at different languagedeared from different majors, the opportunity to
enter into the program and move along a track desigto ensure that they would attain
professional proficiency.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE LANGUAGE FLAGSHIP: 2008-2009

At the end of 2009, The Language Flagship reactsedaal of creating a proactive community
of innovators comprised of a system of 22 domddagship Centers and Programs, 11 Overseas
Flagship Centers, and three K-12 programs, asagell rapidly expanding group of partners in
higher education and business across the Unite@sStahis community is led by nationally
recognized leaders and innovators in language &daca

The goals of The Language Flagship remain ambitious

New curricular approaches

K-12 articulation

Articulated overseas language immersion
Diffusion of innovation to new institutions
Quality assurance

Engagement of the U.S. business sector

NEw CURRICULAR APPROACHES

Our experience developing Flagship Centers has dsimaded that existing language programs
need to be re-engineered to achieve the goal ofluging graduates of all majors with
professional language proficiency. The Languagegdfim encourages a broad range of
transformative activities with respect to curriguldesign, institutional enhancements, and
commitments to advanced language programming. &élyd transformation of the curriculum is
the commitment to the following principles: 1) npathways to language learning; 2) evidence-
based language learning; and 3) institutionalizaéiod long-term sustainable change.
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NewPathways to Language Learning

Creating new pathways to language learning requiea®loping high-level language learning
opportunities for a broad group of college and arsity students. Flagship students are unique
because they represent a wide range of academarsngjue to this inclusive model, Flagship
programs have had to rethink the approach to unaéugte education to ensure that students are
able to undertake study in their major while megtithe challenges involved in acquiring
advanced language skills. Flagship Centers taksetblallenges into consideration in designing
their method and approach to language learning.

New pathways to language learning require two irtguar changes to the curriculum. One
change is creating a curriculum that meets the sxeédanguage learners who wish to achieve
professional proficiency. The second is creatingoatent-based curriculum for students in a
variety of disciplines. In order for Flagship Castéo prepare students to use their language
skills professionally in their field, they must aiorate with other academic departments and
create experiential learning opportunities. Flagshirricula maximize the exposure to and use
of the target language, drawing on partnershiph thi¢ full and best resources of each language
field. Flagship Centers cooperate with campus unitgher disciplines in both curricular design
and program implementation. In addition to claserdearning, all Flagship Centers incorporate
coordinated internships and/or community servite the overseas portion of students’ study.

Evidence-based language learning

Evidence-based learning is a means to measure NSigPformance as well as that of the
student. Flagship programs incorporate multiple meeto assess student proficiency and
performance and to routinely gather and share segleabout how well these learning
interventions are working. In doing so, Flagshipldsicontinuous cycles of improvement into
language learning practices. At the same time, dHligg emphasizes the accumulation of
knowledge gained from testing alternative learrstrgtegies, particularly at the more advanced
level. Flagship programs also emphasize diagnassessment, which assists in placing students
in programs and allows learning strategies to lleréal to the strengths and weaknesses of
individual learners. In 2008 and 2009, The Languilggship worked closely with an external
contractor and its academic partners to developigue, state-of-the-art student tracking system
to ensure that student outcomes are tracked andumeehacross programs. This system, when
complete, will collect information on Flagship sauds from the time they decide to join
Flagship through their instructional programs, &ltbw them beyond graduation and into their
professional careers. This system will be the fofsits type, and will set a new standard for
program measurement and effectiveness for fedefatiged international programs.

Institutional commitment and long-term sustainabi

The Language Flagship is committed to building aduging infrastructure of programs across
the nation that is fully integrated into the mareatn of higher education. As these programs
involve a new approach to undergraduate languageagion, this infrastructure cannot exist
without the strong interest and support of the égjhevels of university leadership. At the most
fundamental level, institutional commitment meamet these programs must be incorporated in
the overall long-term strategic direction of thetitution. Flagship Centers have had to address a
number of challenges posed by traditional languksgening structures and approaches to
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language learning in American higher education. Waithese problems were addressed in the
2007 report of the Modern Language Association (NILAd Hoc Committee on Foreign
Language$. Unlike the mainstream language departments, FiagSknters have already put
into place a number of solutions to the problemdressed in the report by the MLA. Most
importantly, at the core of Flagship Centers ar@asdevel professors and experts in language
acquisition.

K-12 ARTICULATION

Few countries face the challenges the United Sthdes as a result of students only beginning to
learn languages when they enter college. The agefagerican student, even one who has
benefited from an immersion environment, entervensity with only basic skills in a second
language. The likelihood that the average high scgmaduate has an intermediate to advanced
proficiency in a second language is highest forBheopean languages where a broader network
of opportunities is available in the K-12 systenewFstudents come to the university with
measurable skills in non-European languages.

The goal of The Language Flagship is not only txgate students at a professionally proficient
level of language but also to “push the model” dawrelementary, middle, and high schools so
that students will enter college with an established measurable skill in a second language.
Without such input, higher education programs woitinue to devote limited resources to
remedial efforts to prepare incoming students thhopre-collegiate summer immersions and
first-year “catch up” programs. These efforts anerently needed to bring students to a higher
proficiency level, after which Flagship programs @¢ategrate them into a more challenging and
advanced curriculum. The integration of languagdissinto K-12 education is vital to our
capacity to educate a citizenry prepared to addhessation’s well being in the 2tentury.

Sensitive to the need to provide leadership andction, and as an integral component of a
national effort to address language education, Theguage Flagship has supported three
groundbreaking efforts designed to model a K-12glmge curriculum development and
implementation process. These efforts, locatethe@tiniversity of Oregon (Chinese); Michigan
State University (Arabic); and Ohio State Univers{Chinese) provide national models of
articulated curricula designed to graduate highosthstudents at the advanced level of
proficiency.

Ultimately, the goal is the development of K-12daage instruction programs that graduate
high school students with an advanced level of aency and that allow Flagship programs to
take these students to the next level. Flagshipoiking closely with each of its Centers and
programs to improve the flow of more highly proéiot language graduates into the university.

6 MLA Ad Hoc Committee on Foreign Languages. (20@0yreign languages and higher education: New
structures for a changed worl®Retrieved fronmhttp://www.mla.org/pdf/forlang_news_pdf.pdf
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ARTICULATED OVERSEAS|MMERSION

Research on second language acquisition overwhglyniproduces evidence that students
require an intensive and rigorous program of ovasstudy to reach the professional proficiency
level as well as to develop the cultural skillstthee associated with this level. The Language
Flagship provides unparalleled opportunities fandshts to engage in carefully articulated
programs of study that include advanced languasfeuction, direct enrollment in classes taught
in the target language, specialized tutors, aretmships involving practical use of the language.

Flagship Center directors work together in Overs@asdemic Councils to design and

implement curricula that address the needs of stsdmatriculated at different institutions. The
long-term goal of Flagship is to create an oversefnastructure that can respond to a growing
supply of students from throughout U.S. higher atioa who have demonstrated a proficiency
level that qualifies them for intensive Flagshiemeas study.

The Flagship overseas undergraduate direct ennotineguires students to participate in a full-
year program of overseas study once they have\sthign advanced level of proficiency. This
full-year immersion may take place during the thifdurth, or fifth year of a student’s
undergraduate program. The model also assumes ithagdition to full-year study, some
students will require shorter periods of immersimerseas to accelerate their language learning
and to accommodate academic schedules.

DIFFUSION OF INNOVATION

A core goal of Flagship is to diffuse success mglaage education throughout higher education.
As such, Flagship follows a process that fundswatars to develop and implement new models

of language learning, assessment, and standara@gogewent, and then share them with other

non-Flagship institutions. The model is designedntyease the scope and scale of advanced
language learning by making Flagship language progravailable to an increasing number of

students across the U.S.

In 2008, The Language Flagship used this appraa@xpand the Flagship program by adding
five partner programs, including Indiana UniversiBortland State University, University of
Michigan, University of Oklahoma, and UniversityRhode Island.

In 2009, The Language Flagship again increasechtimber of Flagship programs adding a
partner program at San Francisco State Universityane pilot program at Western Kentucky
University.

QUALITY ASSURANCE

The goals of The Language Flagship are closelytberlear measures of success and outcomes

that are common across all Flagship Centers. Saals gall for the development of standards
and methods of quality assurance that have beenimalanguage education in the American
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higher education system. Flagship has consistemttyked closely with Flagship Center
directors, many of whom are leaders in their respedanguage fields, to determine standards
and quality assurance methods. Peer review isatentdetermining the standards a Flagship
Center must meet.

Peer review provides a means for Flagship CenteecRirs to evaluate the quality of their
Flagship peers. It ensures that directors learm femch other through close communication,
student and faculty interviews, and discussion$ wiaff. Through this process, The Language
Flagship establishes a means of quality assuramtestandards that help provide clear guidance
for new institutions, which wish to become parffbie Language Flagship family.

In addition to peer review, The Language Flagshis Buccessfully developed an On-Line
Flagship Performance Reporting System, which irsgeahe accuracy and efficiency of data
collection from all of its institutional grantees.

ENGAGEMENT OF THE BUSINESSSECTOR

The Language Flagship has, since its inceptionmpted the value of partnership between
government, education, and business. Through suphrtmership, NSEP is able to set the
foundation for long-term financial sustainabilitg aell as affect the way a variety of sectors
value language in the workplace. Beginning in 200iagship took the lead to coordinate the
2007: U.S. Language Summits: Roadmaps to LanguagellEnce whichengaged more than 30

businesses in a half-year process to shape chdrthe atate level and create a plan that will
produce global professionals with advanced language cultural skills. The success of the
summits sparked The Language Flagship to contitmieefforts to explore opportunities for

engaging the business sector as a partner in 2602Q09.

As a result, The Language Flagship undertook &-dirsts-kind effort in 2008 to assess and
understand the needs for global skills in busin€kss effort engaged over one hundred business
leaders in special Metro Language focus groupsléatify the role and value of languages and
cultural skills to business’ bottom line. In 2008Jagship brought together thirty-eight
representatives from a broad cross-section of tl& business community to participate in a
Metro Language Series in San Francisco, Seattley Merk, and Washington, D.C. These
sessions gleaned insights about the value andofolglobal skills in business success. The
resulting report, “What Business Wants: Languagedsdn the 21st Century’summarizes the
findings that companies do need language and alilskills on their staff for improving global
business practices and for serving a domesticathgt multi-lingual workforce and clientele.

7 The Language Flagsh{2009).What Business Wants: Language Needs in the 2hstigeRetrieved from
http://www.thelanguageflagship.org/images/docunmferitat _business_wants_report_final_7_09.pdf
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A CLOSER LOOK AT FLAGSHIP CENTERS IN 2009
FLAGSHIP CENTERS AND PROGRAMS

The Language Flagship supports undergraduate auigte programs and a limited number of
pilot K-12 programs. Flagship Centers are basenhsditutions around the United States and
offer an on-campus curriculum coupled with a sggtéor intensive study at an Overseas
Flagship Center. Overseas Flagship Centers ar¢ebbed participating foreign institutions and

are coordinated by a lead Flagship Center. The wageg Flagship supports three K-12 Flagship
Programs at public schools in Ohio, Oregon, anchidan. These pilot programs are intended to
serve as a national model for articulated K-12 legg instruction in the U.S.

Expansion

Since the beginning of the original pilot prograire goal of The Language Flagship has been to
increase the scale and scope of the program tocinagamany students as possible. Beginning in
2007 the program expanded by creating new Flaggarmmer Programs through the Promoting
Diffusion of Innovation grant program. These partmstitutions join with Flagship Centers to
implement Flagship curricula, but are not yet fiflgdged Flagship Centers. The first Flagship
Partner Program was formed at Arizona State Unityerfsve additional partner programs have
now been added. The Language Flagship plan isgmeagjvely seek and add new partners each
year beginning in 2008 through our Diffusion of dwation grant program.

2008- 2009FLAGSHIP INSTITUTIONS :
22 Flagship Centers and Programs
11 Overseas Flagship Programs

3 K-12 Flagship Programs

AFRICAN

Howard University

University of Wisconsin, Madison

Yoruba Flagship Center, Ibadan University, Nigeria*
Swahili Flagship Center, Zanzibar State Universitgnzania*

ARABIC

Michigan State University

Dearborn Public Schools K-12 Arabic Program
University of Texas, Austin

University of Maryland, College Park

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor Flagship Partrférogram
University of Oklahoma Flagship Partner Program
Alexandria University, Egypt*

Damascus University, Syria*

CENTRAL ASIAN TURKIC OVERSEAS FLAGSHIP PROGRAM
American Councils for International Education
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CHINESE

Arizona State University Flagship Partner Program
Brigham Young University

Indiana University Flagship Partner Program

Ohio State University

Ohio Public Schools K-12 Flagship Program
Portland Public Schools K-12 Flagship Program
San Francisco State University Flagship Partnegmaro
University of Mississippi

University of Oregon

University of Rhode Island Flagship Partner Program
Western Kentucky University Flagship Pilot Program
Nanjing University, China*

Qingdao University, China*

2009 Flagship Students at University of Rhode Islah

HINDI /URDU

University of Texas, Austin

Lucknow Urdu Flagship Center, India
Jaipur Hindi Flagship Center, India

KOREAN
University of Hawai’i, M noa
Korea University, South Korea*

PERSIAN

University of Maryland, College Park
Tajik State National University, Tajikistan*
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RUSSIAN

American Councils for International Education

Bryn Mawr College

Portland State University Flagship Partner Program
University of California, Los Angeles

Saint Petersburg State University, Russia

*Overseas Flagship Center

FLAGSHIP STUDENTS

Flagship students represent the next generatioglaifal professionals in the United States.
Students come from all regions of the nation andysltheir own academic interests in addition
to language study.

The success of the Language Flagship has meanihth&enters have already begun attracting
top undergraduate students to their campuses. Hifagsograms cater to students’ individual
proficiency levels, tailoring language instructithmeet the needs of each learner. This model
has proven to be a successful approach to stimglaiudent interest and keeping students
engaged in learning both language and culture. rfdete in Flagship programs is high; the
majority of students progress from year to yeahwiteater language proficiency.

FLAGSHIP UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENT

Since 2007 when Flagship shifted its focus to dgsiely new undergraduate programs, Flagship
enrollment has demonstrated strong growth. Basemtenviews with in-coming students, this
growth indicates a high level of interest in newporgtunities for undergraduates to engage in
proficiency-based language learning alongside tejors.

Arabic 36 122 165 239% 35%
Chinese 69 132 307 91% 133%
Hindi/Urdu 10 16 29 60% 81%
Korean 0 10 21 110%
Persian 0 13 16 23%
Russian 21 52 70 148% 35%
Swalhili 0 10 11 10%
Yoruba 0 9 14 56%
136 364 633 168% 74%
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Flagship enrollments during its inaugural year (20ftaled 136 undergraduate students. In
2008, total Flagship enroliment grew to 364, indicha 168 percent increase in enrollment;
2009 enrollments, in turn, grew to 633 undergraglsatidents, demonstrating continued strong
interest and commitment to these programs dedptaeewness of the programs.

FLAGSHIP POST-BACCALAUREATE FELLOWS

Despite the shift to undergraduate programming, T&eguage Flagship continues to support
the same number of fellowships for graduate Fellamn$-lagship Fellows.

Until 2008, The Flagship Fellowship was structuesda one- or two-year award intended to
support the intensive domestic and overseas comp®red The Language Flagship. Most

Flagship Fellows participated in one year of domestudy and a second year of immersion
overseas. In exceptional cases, Flagship Centaeyntieed that a student with advanced
language skills should bypass all or a portionhef domestic component and participate only in
the overseas component. In these cases, the Rpagshowship provided funding for one year

of study. Also, some Flagship students participatedhe domestic portion of a Flagship

program without funding, but won Flagship Fellowshfor the duration of the second year of
the program. The extra time in the program oftelp$atudents focus on their career goals,
particularly identifying areas of interest in treléral service.

In 2009, The Language Flagship revised requiremiemtthe graduate programs to ensure that
all programs were degree-granting. As a resulgrder for students to qualify for Fellowships,
they had to be enrolled, as of 2009, in a Masegree-granting program. The primary reasons
for this change in program policy were the follogiimo improve the competitiveness of Flagship
Fellowships with other Fellowship programs; to iwN® the chances of government
employment of Flagship Fellows; and to ensure lelity of Flagship Fellows in the State
Department’s Diplomacy Fellows Program (DEP).

Flagship Fellows are expected to devote full-tinfflere to The Language Flagship. Flagship
Fellows may not pursue requirements of other degmegrams while receiving Fellowship

support, nor may the Fellowships be combined witteosources of funding that would require
students to devote less than full-time effort te gnogram. Applicants for Flagship Fellowships
must apply separately to be admitted to a spe€iigship program.

Between 2003 and 2009 NSEP, through IIE, award€dFlagship Fellowships. In 2008, there
were 24 new Flagship Fellows, and an additionah@&Ze been added for 2009.

8 The State Department Diplomacy Fellows Progradesgned to advance certain candidates, suchrasBo
Fellows, Pickering Fellows, and Presidential Mamaget Fellows, directly to the Foreign Service Oral
Assessment., by-passing the Foreign Service Wiiitexmination.
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Arabic 3 4 12 9 8 6 5 47
Central Eurasian 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Chinese 4 2 8 9 4 6 4 37
Korean 4 7 11 14 5 3 3 47
Persian 0 0 0 0 3 5 5 13
Russian 0 7 7 7 3 4 3 31
Total 11 20 38 39 23 24 21 176

The major objective of the Flagship Fellowship aigais to provide funding to select graduate
students who are highly motivated to work for thddral government in an area related to U.S.
national security. As is the case for all NSEP-roh@wardees, the service requirement requires
all Flagship Fellows to work in the Federal Goveeminin a position with national security
responsibilities.

FLAGSHIP STUDENT PROFILES

Flagship students come from all parts of the UniB¢akes with a variety of levels of language
proficiency in a Flagship language. Students stiaegoal of reaching professional proficiency
and using their language and culture skills to kbuate to a global society. Each student is
contributing to and fulfilling the Flagship visiom his or her own unique way. Below is a
sampling of students who have joined the Flagstogement.

A Flagship Scholar and junior at Michigan Stateugnsity studies Arabic in the
Flagship program and is majoring in InterdisciptinBlumanities. She plans to work in
the field of international development using healic skills.

A post-BA Russian Flagship Fellow completed thersgas program at St. Petersburg
State University and went on to interpret for U&hd Russian personnel for the
Washington, D.C.-Moscow Presidential Hotline. Hadsv pursuing a master’s degree at
Harvard University studying religious and ethnicsuss, especially the interaction
between Christianity and Islam in Central Asia.

A Flagship Scholar and BS/MA senior in biochemisapd Chinese at Ohio State
University was recently recognized as a membeh@fprestigious USA Today Academic
First Team. He is currently studying traditionali@se medicine in Beijing, China, and
hopes to pursue a career in medicine with a foausternational public health.

30



2008 Flagship Fellow in Korea

A post-BA Flagship Fellow in Korean and a studeintnathematics at the University of
Hawaii designed his own course of study in the Karlanguage with a Korean-speaking
professor from University of Hawaii's College of ¢ineering. He went on to earn an MS
in information security from Korea University argldurrently working toward a Ph.D. in
statistics from Ohio State University.

A Flagship Scholar and senior from Brigham Youngweérsity is studying linguistics
and Chinese studies at Nanjing University in Chighe plans to pursue a law degree
with a focus on international law.

A post-BA Persian Flagship student is studyinghet Dushanbe Language Center in
Tajikistan. He is also proficient in French and éspo work for the FBI in the Language
Services Section.

A post-BA Flagship Fellow completed the Arabic EHaip program at the University of
Maryland. Previously she earned a master's degm® the American University in

Cairo, where she studied forced migration and mdustudies. She is now working for
the Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties ithe U.S. Department of Homeland
Security.
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FLAGSHIP K-12 PILOT PROGRAMS

The Language Flagship supports three pilot K-12jlage programs that articulate language
education in Arabic and Chinese from kindergartenl2" grade. The establishment of the
Flagship K-12 pilot programs is an important effoftthe 2006 National Security Language
Initiative. The Flagship K-12 programs are modéiattcould be used by the Department of
Education to expand K-12 language education througkhe United States. As of December
2009, The Language Flagship pilot programs rem@nnbost ambitious test beds of language
articulation at the K-12 level in the United Stat@®rough continued efforts of interagency
partnerships forged under the National Securityguage Initiative, NSEP continues to work
with its partners to expand K-12 efforts with isrfmer agencies such as the U.S. Department of
Education.

Flagship’s involvement in K-12 language educatisndesigned to provide a national model,
which school districts around the U.S. may embraxceéhe future. Although a small pilot
initiative, K-12 Flagship programs have already dastrated remarkable success in numbers of
students impacted by The Language Flagship. Itldhba noted that both the Oregon and
Michigan models focus on the implementation of aicalated K-12 curriculum with specific
school systems while the Ohio approach is to r@alstoader cross-section of students at schools
across the state with opportunities to study Cland$he chart below demonstrates current
student enroliment and projected growth in K-12yBtdp programs.

K-12 Flagship Pilot Program Enrollments
4500
4000 _
Arabic - Dearborn Public
3500 Schools/Michigan State
University
3000
2500 E Chinese - Ohio Public
Schools/Ohio State University
2000
1500 - E Chinese - Portland Public
Schools/University of Oregon
1000 +—
500 -
0 .
2007 2008 2009
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THE FUTURE OF FLAGSHIP

Following the transition to undergraduate prograftse Language Flagship is growing rapidly

and is beginning to change language learning at losSitutions of higher education. As the

Flagship team expands and diffuses its innovatiorwe universities are recognizing that they
want to change the way they teach languages. Ssudea embracing Flagship programs to
prepare them for future careers as global profastso Already, The Language Flagship has
changed student expectations for undergraduatey.stdd The Language Flagship moves

forward, increasing numbers of students will come@xpect high-quality language programs as
part of their undergraduate experience. Such eapens drive the market. Institutions hosting

Flagship Centers have already seen the power aketlpeograms as recruitment tools; this
advantage has been evident in the relatively stior¢ that Flagship Centers have had to
develop, implement, and recruit students. Thoughyntd our Flagship undergraduate programs
started as late as 2007, Flagship Centers haverdgrated on the whole a high level of interest
and increased enrollment.

The Language Flagship has, in just a few shortsyemonstrated the power of innovation and
change in American higher education. Flagship g have begun to transform the landscape
of language learning by offering extraordinary ogpoities for students to develop skills that
rival those of their counterparts across the gldhethe coming years, NSEP will see more
opportunities nationwide for students to achievahbadvanced degrees and professional
language proficiency. As it grows and expands, Téweguage Flagship hopes to have a lasting
national impact, creating a society of global pssfenals that will last well into the future.
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V. ENGLISH FOR HERIT AGE LANGUAGE SPEAKER S
ENGLISH TRAINING TO MEET THE GOVERNMENT’ S CRITICAL NEEDS

L EGISLATION AND PURPOSE

The U.S. Congress created the English for Heritageguage Speakers (EHLS) Progran
2005 as a new NSEP initiative, whopurpose is to provide intensive English langu
instruction for U.S. citizens who are native speala critical language® The EHLS Program i
administered for NSEP by the Center for Appliedduiistics (CAL), and provides scholarsh
for program partipants who meet program entry requirements and agdree to work for th
Federal Government for at least one year after ¢etimg the program. The EHLS progr:
design was developed by NSEP in collaboration v@tAL and the two original partne
universites, Georgetown University (GU) and the Universdf Washington (UW). Th
curriculum combines six months of intensiv-class instruction with courricular opportunitie:
and a capstone Open Source Analytical Researcled@®r@@SAP), with the goeof enabling
participantsto achieve professional (ILR Level 3) proficienay English reading, writing
speaking, and listening.

Major Changes

During the spring of 2008, NSEP conducted a stratagalysis of the EHLS Program, a
decided to make four signiaat changes beginning in 2009: (1) locate the progexclusively
in the Washington, DC area; (2) expand the duratbthe program to further support t
achievement of language proficiency goals; (3)ease efforts to recruit stude with higher
levd skills; and (4) restructure the OSAP to incredse number of participating fedel
government agencies.

NSEP decided to locate the program exclusivelynenWashington, DC area, specifically at C
in order to place the learning environment cloo the location of the majority of federal serv
opportunities. As a result, the program at UW wiasahtinued. Recruiting was altered to gat
applications from those with higher level Engligtnduage proficiency, and the duration \
expanded to include a smonth intensive component and two months of-time follow-on
instruction, in order to enhance the program’sighibd achieve the designated English langu
proficiency outcomes. Finally, the OSAP identifigairtnerships beyond the Defenntelligence
Agency (DIA), which was the sole provider of topexsd mentors from 20-2008. A protocol
detailing the roles and responsibilities of all tee, was developed for the newly concei
OSAP. It is expected that these realignment itemlisimprove EHLS studest ability to fulfill
their NSEP Service Requireme

®EHLS was initiated with passage of the IntelligeAcghorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005 (Public LaWE-487),
Sec. 603.
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To receive an EHLS Scholarship, an applicant mastahstrate the following:

U.S. citizenship

Native language skills at ILR Level 3 or higherpamstrated through formal testifig
English language skills at ILR Level 2 or 2+, dersiated through formal testitly
Commitment to ongoing development of English lampuaskills in relation to
professional goals

Willingness to work for the Federal Government

EHLS SCHOLAR PROFILES

A native speaker of Farsi, born in Iran and a Wifizen for nearly 30 years, has a B.A.
in mathematics from the Institute of Advanced Stadn Statistics in Tehran, Iran, and a
Ph.D. in mathematics from UW. This student gradiifitem the UW EHLS program in
June 2008.

A native speaker of Mandarin Chinese. born in Cland a U.S. citizen for nearly 15
years, has a B.A. and M.A. in public administratiomm National Chengchi University
in Taipei, Taiwan, three master's degrees from Wi8versities, and is working on a
Ph.D. in comparative politics at Columbia Univeysitie graduated from the GU EHLS
program in June 2007.

EHLS Applicants and Scholarship Recipients

The EHLS Program annually reviews which criticahdaages to include in its recruiting
campaign based on priorities within the Departnedéridefense and the Intelligence Community.
In 2008, the number of heritage languages withia HHLS program expanded to include
Arabic, Chinese (Mandarin and Cantonese), Dari,dHiPersian Farsi, Russian, Urdu, and
Indonesian. In 2009, the program eliminated Cargenéndonesian and Russian, and added
Hausa, Igbo, Somali, and Swalhili. The intent ofsthadjustments was to better match Federal
Government requirements, and to provide the greapsortunity for participants to fulfill their
service requirement.

EHLS Total Total . . . Hindi/ Indo- . .
Year |Applicants Scholars Arabic Chinese Dari Urdu nesian Persian Russian
2008 121 32 12 10 3 1 4 1 1
2009 120 28 16 5 4 0 0 3 0

°Native language skills are assessed using theRdodiciency Interview with raters from Language fires
International or the Defense Language Instituteelgor Language Center.

M English language skills are assessed using thédBrighnguage Proficiency Test (ELPT) by permisdiom the
Defense Language Institute English Language Center.
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Elimination of the program at UW after the 2008 greon year dramatically shifted the
demographics of scholarship recipients. Comparid@d2and 2009 enroliments, the number of
participants from the Near East nearly doubled |evthiose from East Asia decreased by almost
two thirds. Also, the number of participants froraskern Europe fell to zero upon removing
Russian from the list of recruited languages.

Regions of Origin: 2008-09 EHLS Students

m 2008
m 2009

Number of Scholars

Near East East Asia Africa South Asia East
Europe/Eurasia

Further demographic changes can be demonstrategdmining the academic degrees of EHLS
scholarship recipients. The 2008 cohort had anemadbackground primarily in three areas:
business, applied science and social science. ritrast, the 2009 cohort had a broader set of
academic emphases with the most dramatic increa8eca/Language Studies. A list of majors
that make up these categories is includefigpendix C: List of Majors by Academic Fields.
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Academic Background: 2008 -09 EHLS Students
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EHLS INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

The instructional program at both EHLS institutioesained the basic structure from previ
years,providing 720 hours of instruction over six months.2009, summer instruction w
added for three areas of study: analytical writicgreer support, and oral communication.

OSAP served as the capstone within the curriculumoorporating the highe levels of all
English communication modalities: speaking, listenireding, and writing. EHLS patrticipar
provided a briefing on their research projects teefn audience of senior executive governr
officials, analyst mentors, and other interesparties. The written version of each project
made available to those who submitted the topictaride broader national security commurt

The EHLS program also included support for partiois as they began the process of see
employment with he Federal Government to fulfill their service regment. Over time, th
universities substantially increased the sophistinaof the job search component; -
experience of the first three years of the progmovided insight into the complex lange
skills needed to interpret federal job announcemant to develop effective responses to tf
Therefore, both universities included a dedicatdm gearch instructor position in their staffl
structure and allocated a significant segment @heaeel's work to language developme
activities connected with the job search, includidgvelopment of résumés and K
(knowledge, skills, and abilities) statements, exggion of USAJobs (the federal job webs
and other resources, and development and ission of job applications. These activities w
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complemented by additional language developmenvites that focused on writing cover
letters and developing interviewing skills.

Program Evaluation

Ongoing program evaluation was provided at GU ley @enter for New Designs in Learning
and Scholarship (CNDLS), and at UW by the Officeediicational Assessment. The evaluation
exercises were used to identify program strengtlosaaldress areas of need as the program was
in progress. For example, GU made adjustments @airtstructional schedule and content in
response to the demonstrated needs and goalstioierts.

Summary and Future Activities

In late 2009, NSEP and the Office of the DirectbrNational Intelligence (ODNI) signed a
memorandum of agreement to double the size of tHeSEProgram over the following two
years. Preliminary plans were made to execute matieally increased recruiting campaign and
logistical arrangements made for the program tavgaib Georgetown University. Actual results
from this program increase will be provided in 280 NSEP Annual Report.

At the inception of the EHLS Program, CAL identifithree challenges the initiative would face
to achieving success: recruitment, language sklletbpment, and job placement. The EHLS
Program has identified how to succeed within edd¢hase areas, and strives to improve:

Recruitment. Recruitment and language skill development gadharhand. NSEP has
learned that recruiting those with higher incomiagguage skills is the most viable and
cost effective way to improve the outcome of theLEHProgram, and will continue to
emphasize this as it moves toward doubling thefizke initiative.

Language skill development The six-month intensive program remains the arthe
EHLS Program, preparing those with advanced levejliEh proficiency to develop
proficiency at the professional level. The EHLS d?eon has a unique, fully articulated
curriculum that enables non-native speakers of iEmgto reach professional level
proficiency in six to eight months. Adjustments aggularly made as NSEP seeks ways
to increase proficiency gains over shorter permfdsme.

Job placement The ability of EHLS participants to obtain fedejabs that will fulfill
their service requirement remains of great intet@gtrogram staff, students, and federal
officials. Outcomes in this area significantly iroped over the past several years thanks
to partnerships with Federal Government agencidsralated contractors, which NSEP
continues to cultivate.
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VI. NATIONAL LANGUAGE SERVICE CORPS
LANGUAGE FOR THE GOOD OF ALL

HISTORY OF THE NATIONAL LANGUAGE SERVICE CORPS

Foreign language skills are recognized as critioalhe security and well-being of the nation.
These skills are essential to the capacity of thaerfal sector to respond to national and
international needs, particularly those that artkeing national and international threats,
emergencies, and disasters. The Federal Goverrcaanbt reasonably be expected to possess
the wide range of language capabilities that maynkeessary to address immediate or
emergency surge requirements. In recognition afrtieied, the Intelligence Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2005 and the subsequent Defense Auattamn Act for Fiscal Year 2007 authorized
the Secretary of Defense to conduct a multi-yedot goroject to assess the feasibility and
advisability of establishing a “Civilian LinguisteRerve Corps” now known as the “National
Language Service Corps” (NLSC). The National SéguEducation Program (NSEP) was
tasked to oversee the pilot effort and in 2009 deted major work involved in a proof of
concept for the NLSC.

The NLSC represents the first organized attemptdpitalize on the nation’s rich national
diversity in language and culture. It is designedaddress the need for surge language
capabilities by providing and maintaining a readdyailable civilian corps with certified
expertise in languages determined to be of potantj@ortance to the security and welfare of the
nation. The Corps is established as a public orgdion to fill gaps between requirements and
available language skills. In addition, it is demd to provide capabilities for meeting short,
mid, and long-term requirements through the idemtifon and warehousing of expertise and
skills in languages that are either currently arepgally critical to the Federal Government. The
NLSC does not compete with the language effortotbier federal and state communities.
Instead, it supplements and complements theirtsffoffering short-term language support from
persons with certified language skills at the poirgervice.

The Department of Defense (DoD), the Office of Dieector of National Intelligence (ODNI),
and other federal departments and agencies havifiedé ongoing shortages in language
capabilities available to support national securTiyere is widespread acknowledgment that the
post-9/11 operational environment reinforces thalitse that the nation needs a significantly
improved organic capability in emerging languagesl alialects, greater competence and
regional area skills in those languages and dslertd a surge capability to rapidly expand its
language capacity on short notice. The DoD, in2i#®5 Defense Language Transformation
Roadmap and Quadrennial Defense Review recogneedded for surge capacity and endorsed
the concept of a Civilian Language Corps pilot gffd@he concept of the NLSC is also an
integral part of the President’s National Securigynguage Initiative.
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PROGRAM STATUS

At the conclusion of 2009 the NLSC team effectivdgmonstrated the feasibility of the NLSC
concept and its primary goal to provide and maintaireadily available civilian corps of
certified language specialists:

Established the necessary capabilities in a fulhcfional prototype organization
Established strong interest among a wide ranged#ral departments and agencies
Identified strong commitment to serve among U.Sutetjon
Successfully recruited and assessed more than in@@tbers across 10 pilot languages
Conducted successful activation exercises with:

Centers for Disease Control

US Pacific Command

Defense Intelligence Agency
Successfully deployed Members overseas

A key finding of the pilot program is the confirn@t that individuals join NLSC with a strong
sense of service. They are motivated to use theguage skills to help others in need. This
attitude and perspective has been evident in emezycise conducted by NLSC.

FUTURE ACTIVITIES

NSEP will continue NLSC member activation exercig®s2010 in partnerships with DoD
components, the Intelligence Community as well #eerofederal organizations that identify
needs that can be met within the current fundimgtditions of the pilot organization. NLSC will
continue to recruit members against specific tadjeequirements of federal customers and will
sustain engagement with members as it plans towsashtual transition into a permanent
organization.
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VIl. PROJECT GLOBAL OFFICERS:
PREPARING FUTURE OFFICERS FOR INTERNATIONAL LEADERS HIP

HISTORY OF THE ROTC PROJECT GLOBAL OFFICERS INITIATIVE

Project Global Officers (Project GO), originallytléid the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps
(ROTC) Language and Culture Project, is a DepartroEDefense initiative that began in 2007.
Project GO aims to improve the language skills,iom@ expertise, and intercultural
communication skills of future military officers.diinistered by the Institute of International
Education on behalf of the National Security EdiaratProgram (NSEP) and the Defense
Language Office (DLO), Project GO has provideditasbnal grants to 24 U.S. colleges and
universities, including five of the six Senior Mary Colleges. Since program inception, these
institutional awards have funded over 480 domestit overseas summer scholarships to ROTC
students for critical language study. The awardselaso supported university infrastructure in
critical languages. Working in support of Army, Atorce, and Navy ROTC strategies and
policies, Project GO facilitates collaborative effoamong universities and between universities
and ROTC leadership.

In 2009, the ROTC Language and Culture Project neaamed Project GO to help university
personnel, students, and ROTC cadre differentiatesden grant-sponsored summer programs
and ROTC-sponsored programs, each of which adbheferent regulations.

PROJECT GOALS

Project GO directly addresses two of the four gadentified in the Defense Language
Transformation Roadmap:

1. Create foundational language and cultural expeirisiee officer ranks
2. Establish a cadre of language specialists

In 2007, four institutions were awarded funds fibotgorojects that aimed to increase the number
of ROTC students studying critical languages. Thesatutions were Indiana University, the
University of Mississippi, the University of Texa&ustin, and San Diego State University. In
2008, an additional eight schools were awardedtgyraaiso for pilot projects. These schools
were Arizona State University, Georgia Institute T@chnology, North Georgia College and
State University, the University of Utah, Texas A&Whiversity, Virginia Military Institute,
Louisiana State University, and the University ough Florida. During both the first and second
years of the project, grants were to be expended®24-month period.
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The ROTC Language and Culture project was, in paigjnally intended to provide seed money
for schools with ROTC populations to build uponsgixig critical language offerings and thus
offer more language learning opportunities to ROJt@dents on their campuses. However, a
significant challenge with this model emerged; nigmeniversities discovered that it was
difficult to attract large numbers of ROTC studetdsexisting or newly created academic-year
critical language classes. ROTC students, partiguthose majoring in science, technology,
engineering, or math (who constitute well over S¥cpnt of Navy and Air Force ROTC
populations), face serious time constraints dutiegacademic year.

Over the initial years of the pilot, institutionsuind that due to time constraints faced by ROTC
students, as well as the demanding nature of @ritenguage study, ROTC students often
consider the summer to be an optimal period of fionecritical language study. By 2009, most

programs were therefore focusing their resourceproniding summer language training and

summer study abroad opportunities. Providing sumopeortunities also allowed universities to

serve ROTC students outside of the institutionsaldROTC populations. This summer focus in

turn allowed institutions the ability to be mordestive and fund the most talented students.
Additionally, they were able to attract a largemher of ROTC students than could be attracted
during the academic year.

Project GO is the only source of funding for ArlNavy, and Air Force ROTC students to study
critical languages domestically during the summat & the most easily accessible, available,
and flexible source of funding for summer languagedy abroad. Additionally, the Air Force
has predicted that by summer 2011, Project GO neapd only source of funding for Air Force
cadets who wish to study critical languages or \stalokoad during the summer. Although the
Army does offer some opportunities for cadets tmlgtcritical languages overseas, the Army is
not currently funded at a level that will allowtd meet its study abroad goals without Project
GO.

L ANGUAGES

In 2008 and 2009, Project GO focused on providurgling for projects in the following critical
languages: Arabic (all dialects), Chinese (MandafRussian, and Persian (Dari, Farsi, Tajik). A
relatively small number of cadets studied Uzbeksha Swahili, Wolof, and Korean. It is
important to note that Project GO does not estaldigotas by language. Institutions select a
language or languages of focus when they applthigrant.

2008PROJECT GO ACTIVITIES

Institutional awards

In January 2008, following the release of the sdcBO07 Request for Proposals, an external
proposal review panel was conducted. Twenty-thnepgsals were reviewed and eight new
schools were selected. These eight schools (AriZotade University, Georgia Institute of
Technology, North Georgia College and State Unitagrghe University of Utah, Texas A&M
University, Virginia Military Institute, Louisian&tate University, and the University of South
Florida) joined the four existing schools from Rk&ear 2007, bringing the total number of
grantees to twelve.
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Most of these twelve schools began their first yersummer language and study abroad
offerings in 2008. Institutions adopted variousjpcd models, including projects targeting their
local ROTC populations, projects aimed at strengtige their academic-year critical language
offerings, and summer session projects designesupport ROTC students from across the
United States. Universities that had originallyigeed projects to bring small numbers of ROTC
students to high levels of language proficiency udilizing their existing academic-year
resources reported challenges with enroliment atrdi@n due to the time demands faced by
most ROTC students, as well as the high level oénsity for existing critical language
offerings. In contrast, schools offerimummerlanguage programs did not report problems
attracting students and utilizing their funding. tistal, Project GO supported 152 fully- or
mostly-funded domestic summer study scholarshigs4hsummer study abroad scholarships
during the summer of 2008.

Website

In July 2008, Georgia Institute of Technology depeld the first Project GO website
(www.ROTCProjectGO.ofg The website was designed to feature a sectionnstitutional
awards, a searchable database of summer langudgstuaty abroad programs, and a page for
posting relevant service-specific language policies

Leadership Conference

In November 2008, San Diego State University ho#ftedfirst Project GO National Leadership

Conference, which focused on current best practaad project sustainability. Over 120

individuals attended, including representativesmfreach of the 12 Project GO institutions,

military leadership from the language and cultufiices of each service, and representatives
from each service’s ROTC headquarters. Additiona®OTC commanders and university

personnel from schools interested in applying fgrant in 2009 were invited to attend.

2009PROJECT GO ACTIVITIES

Institutional awards

In January 2009, the Institute of International &ation, on behalf of NSEP and the DLO,
released a third Request for Proposals. Two extproposal review panels were conducted and
in July 2009, 12 new institutions were awarded grabringing the total number of grant
recipients to 24. The 12 new institutions were BostUniversity, Norwich University,
University of Virginia, North Carolina State Unigtty, James Madison University, The Citadel,
Florida Institute of Technology, Southern Univeysitniversity of New Mexico, Embry-Riddle
Aeronautical University, California State UniveysiSan Bernadino, and Michigan State
University. Of these 12 schools, four (Boston Umity, James Madison University, Southern
University and the University of Virginia) were sjpiecally selected because of their offerings in
indigenous languages from sub-Saharan Africa aneir tlstudy abroad programs to
corresponding regions.

During the summer of 2009, Project GO provided &86or nearly-full scholarships for summer
domestic language study and summer study abroddg Wsese 236 funded scholarships, 147
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students studied critical language domestically 8 dtudents studied critical languages abroad
in countries including Tajikistan, China, MoroccedaRussia. Scholarship funding was used to
cover all or most of the cost of tuition, airfam®om, board, visas, and materials. Students
participated in domestic and international langupgegrams at 13 Project GO schools, half of
which made their projects and funding availableROTC students from across the country;

meanwhile, 11 of the 12 newly awarded granteesndidbegin their projects until September

2009.

In addition to scholarship support, approximatehe-¢hird of Project GO funding supported
critical language infrastructure at the 24 insiitns. Some examples of institutional critical
language infrastructure funded under Project GOndu2009 include an Arabic tutoring center
at Virginia Military Institute, additional full-tira professors of Chinese at North Georgia College
and State University, study abroad programs dewedop for Science, Technology, Engineering
and Mathematics (STEM) students at Georgia Institot Technology, and academic-year
tutoring support for ROTC students at the Univgrsit Mississippi and University of Texas,
Austin.

Examples of outreach and exposure events suppbytélde grant during 2009 include Boston
University’s “Globally Speaking” initiative, whiclprovided a series of not-for-credit language
classes designed to help ROTC students sampleedact s critical language to study, James
Madison’s U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM) guest spaalevent, and the University of
Mississippi’'s ROTC student conference on U.S.-Chielations, which was attended by 55
ROTC students from across the country who had etiu@hinese or China.

Website, Working Groups and National Conference

In January 2009, Project GO launched the firstigar®f its website to assist in publicizing
grant-sponsored summer language opportunitiese@r@O also facilitated two regionally-
focused working groups (one on sub-Saharan Afrivéa @ahe on South and Central Asia) to
encourage collaboration among institutions, to ease communication between ROTC
Headquarters and Project GO institutions, and tivess the challenges of increasing the number
of officers with language skills and regional expece in these two critical regions.
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VIIl. LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY AND STUDY ABROAD
PROVING PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS THROUGH RESULTS

NSEP is the only federally-funded effort focused the combined issues of language
proficiency, national security, and the federal kforce. Taken together with other more
technology- and research-oriented investments, N&fpResents an integral component of a
national security strategy to eliminate the serioatonal language deficit. NSEP provides clear
measures of performance, including detailed momigorof award recipients and language
proficiency testing. This section of the report mddes an assessment of oral proficiency levels
of Boren Scholars and Fellows gained from more tharnyears of testing.

L ANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

NSEP is the only federally-funded program that exysttically collects proficiency data for
award recipients. Since 1996, all recipients ofd@do6cholarships and Fellowships have been
required to take oral language proficiency testth dmefore and after their NSEP-supported
study. The proficiency tests are administered f&ER by Language Testing International, the
official proficiency-testing arm of the American @wil of Teachers of Foreign Languages
(ACTFL). The ACTFL oral proficiency tests are naiadly accredited.

Since language proficiency testing began in 1996renthan 2,000 Boren Scholars and 1,100
Boren Fellows have studied as many as 86 diffdeguages. Unfortunately, not all languages
are associated with formal proficiency testing.sTtaport is based on those languages for which
formal ACTFL oral proficiency tests are available.

The NSEP proficiency testing data serve two impdrgaurposes. The data provide Boren
Scholars and Fellows with a nationally-recognizedasure of their oral proficiency in their
language of study. This certification is importémtScholars and Fellows as they seek jobs that
offer the opportunity to use their language. Sebgrttle data are vital to NSEP in helping both
to validate the contribution NSEP funding make&xpanding the pool of language competent
professionals and to reviewing the results as atavayprove program guidelines.

Most U.S. students do not achieve levels of langupaipficiency that enable them either to
satisfy work requirements or communicate effectivela foreign language. The average college
graduate (including language and literature majogathes no more than an intermediate level
of language proficiency. As this report has indéchin previous sections, NSEP emphasizes in
its applicant selection process the importanceamhroitment to language learning and funds
students who propose longer and more rigorous anegirof immersion study. NSEP is not
simply a “language program.” NSEP funding is desdjio empower highly motivated U.S.
undergraduates and graduate students to develperdaed more functional knowledge of those
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languages and cultures critical to national seg) Because languagproficiency gains ar
measureable, NSEP’analysis provides an important window into the tiefeship betweel
NSEP funding and this major programmatic ¢

The data clearly illustrate the importance of langeriods of immersion study abroad. T
chartsthat follow provide a breakdown of the results @EP language proficiencies gainec
measured by posests taken by Boren Scholars and Fell At the end of 2009, pc-tests had
been completed by 1,658 Scholars and 636 Fel As the charts demonate, almost fifty
percent of Scholars tested achieve an oral proigielevel of advanced or high

Approximately twothirds of Fellows achieve this level, with elevesrgnt achieving a superic
level.

Boren Scholars Oral Proficiency

| Superior
B Advanced
o Intermediate

m Novice
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Boren Fellows Language Proficiency

| Superior
B Advanced
o Intermediate

m Novice

N=636

NSEP is also able to review and analyzenges in oral proficiency based on - and post-test
data.This analysis is also important, as it provides sansights into language proficiency ga
as a result of language studifacilitated by NSEP funding. Pre- and ptest results were
examined for four languages: Arabic, Chinese, Fomge, and Russii The chart belov

summarizes the results.

BOREN UNDERGRADUATE SCHOLARS

Language

Pre-Test Proficiency Level

Post- Test Proficiency Level

ARABIC (415)
CHINESE (391)
PORTUGUESE (80)
RUSSIAN (616)

BOREN GRADUATE FELLOWS

Language

Intermediate Low
Intermediate Mid
Advanced
Intermediate Low

Pre-Test Proficiency Level

Intermediate High
Advanced Low
Advanced Mid

Advanced

Post-Test Proficiency Level

ARABIC (188)
CHINESE (150)
PORTUGUESE (72)
RUSSIAN (115)

Intermediate Low
Advanced
Intermediate Mid
Intermediate Mid
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These results indicate a consistent level of peréorce for NSEP award recipients who routinely
achieve advanced levels of oral proficiency inicaitlanguages. It is consistent with research in
language learning that supports that longer terchraare rigorous language study, particularly
in an overseas environment, can yield advancedcpnt speakers.

2009 Boren Fellow in Egypt

StubY ABROAD COMPARISON

With the exception of EHLS participants, most, dtrall, NSEP Scholars and Fellows study
abroad through NSEP funding. They are a unique mrthat stands out from traditional

American students. In order to understand the aptishments of NSEP Scholars and Fellows,
it is important to contrast them with the demogrephof the overall U.S. study abroad

population.

Destinations

Most U.S. students study abroad in Western courdrie

NSEP Scholars and Fellows study in less commonkiteid countries.
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American students generally do not study abroadslthan eight percent of all U.S. students
enrolled in higher education will study in anotreemuntry during their post-secondary career.
Those who do study abroad usually travel only tosié@ Europe. NSEP’s sole focus is on
languages and world regions that are critical tional security where U.S. students typically do
not study.

According to theOpen Doors Report 2008bout international educational exchange published
annually by IIE, over 262,000 U.S. students studietbad during the 2007-2008 school y&ar.
Of these, 61 percent studied in Europe and Ocdanistralia, New Zealand, and South Pacific
Islands). During this same time, less than 2 pérsardied in the Middle East, North Africa,
South Asia and Central Asia. In comparison, 33 grar¢n=154) of NSEP 2008 and 2009 award
recipients abroad studied in the Middle East andiNAfrica (Near East below), eight percent
(n=39) in Sub-Saharan Africa (Africa below), 34 gart (n=158) in East and Pacific Asia, and
three percent (n=16) to South Asia.

Regions of Study: 2008-09 Boren Scholars and Fellows

H Africa

B East Asia/Pacific

= Eastern Europe/Eurasia
H Latin

America/Caribbean
® Near East

NSEP supports students who are eager to studydreann about areas of the world critical to
U.S. national security that are outside of Westamope, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand.
Destinations for NSEP award recipients include Eghmlia, Armenia, Tajikistan, Turkey, and

Uganda. These understudied world regions remaispedsable to the future American capacity

12 Open Doors 2009 Report on International EducatioBathanggNew York: Institute of International Education,
2009): http://opendoors.iienetwork.org.
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to address major national security needs. NSEPirignaf highly motivated undergraduate and
graduate students represents a vital investmeniSnexpertise in language and culture.

Duration

Less than five percent of U.S. students
who study abroad do so for an academic y&r.

More than 75 percent of NSEP 2008-2009 award reerigs
studied abroad for more than one semester.

According to theOpen Doors Report 200ss than 5 percent of all U.S. students studying
abroad enrolled in a full academic or calendar .y&ae majority (56 percent) of U.S. students
elected summer, January term, and other progranssudf/ for less than one semester abroad.
While it is important for more Americans to expage another culture, gains in language and
cultural competency are highly restricted whengtgod of study is limited?

NSEP emphasizes long-term academic study to dewadopnced level language and culture
proficiency among award recipients. In 2008, 72ceet of NSEP award recipients opted to
participate in study aboard programs for an acadewemr or longer, and 19 percent in programs
from one semester but less than an academic yeduration. Only nine percent enrolled in
summer-long programs, which are reserved for stisdém the sciences or undergraduate
freshmen and sophomores. In 2009, 82 percent offN&#ard recipients studied abroad for an
academic year or longer, while 14 percent studiegrograms from one semester but less than
an academic year and 4 percent enrolled in sumomgrprograms. These students frequently
return for longer periods of study later in theiademic careers.

Virtually all NSEP Fellows devote significant peti of time to overseas study, including
language immersion. In 2008, more than 80 percérdlloFellows studied overseas for an
academic year or longer. This figure increased fpr@imately 82 percent in 2009. The
Language Flagship overseas curricula necessithtdsttie vast majority of Flagship Fellows
remain in-country for no less than nine months. RSEjoal to emphasize full academic year
study for Boren Scholars is limited only by the ieaf available full-year, critical language
programs.

The acquisition of cultural and language skillsershanced only by longer periods of study
abroad. However, the trend in higher education awatd a proliferation of short-term
international study opportunities that provide bdeltural familiarity but limited opportunity for
language or culture immersion. While it is impottésr more American students to experience
another culture, gains in language and culturalpetency are highly restricted when the period
of study abroad is limited to several weeks.

13 Based on the number of U.S students who were diiosawo quarters, an academic year, or a caleyetar
(Open Doors 2009).
14 See research from ACTRttp://www.americancouncils.org/
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Language

Seventy-six percent of foreign language enrolimemdJ.S. higher education
are in Spanish, French, German, and Italiafr.

NSEP emphasizes the study of less commonly taughgliages
that are critical to national security.

Foreign language enrollments in U.S. education lggoen slightly in the past decade, but very

little in those languages which are critical toioaal security. Nearly 96 percent of U.S. high

school foreign language enrollments are in fiveglaages: Spanish, French, German, Latin, and
Italian. In higher education, the same languagesuaimnto more than 76 percent of the foreign

language enroliments. Less than nine percent of slilents in higher education enroll in a

language course during their post-secondary cakdest of these students are fulfilling basic

graduation requirements, and are not studying tdway proficiency in the languad®.

2009 Boren Fellow in Tajikistan

NSEP emphasizes study of non-Western European dgegucritical to U.S. national security,

such as Arabic, Chinese, Hindi, and Persian F&ASEP Scholars and Fellows represent
outstanding students and high aptitude languagedeawho have an ongoing commitment to
language study, and a motivation to learn languagek cultures well outside West European

15 Elizabeth Wells. “Foreign Language EnrollmentdJinites States Institutions of Higher Education), 28102,”
ADFL Bulletin, 35, no. 2-3 (2004): 7-26.

16J. Draper and J. HickBpreign Language Enroliments in U.S. Public Secopdhools, fall 200QWashington,
DC: ACTFL, 2002). Retrieved on August 11, 2006vatw.actfl.org/files/public/Enroll2000.pdf
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traditions. Furthermore, NSEP Scholarships andofaships establish a vital pipeline from
undergraduate through graduate school that shoatdbe underestimated in its long-term
importance to national security.

Languages Studied: 2008-09 Boren Scholars and Fellow s

= Arabic

E Mandarin

= Other

B Russian

m Japanese

= Swahili

= Korean

" Portuguese
Bahasa Indonesian

= Hindi

Diversity

Most U.S. students who study abroad are female.
Approximately 18 percent of U.S. students studyatzyoad are people of color.

NSEP award recipients are more diverse
than those of any comparable award program

NSEP strives for diversity on many fronts in itsnaal award competitions through extensive
outreach at both two-year and four-year colleges @amversities across all regions of the U.S.
Additionally, efforts are made to visit campusesistorically black colleges and universities to
attract applicants.

According toOpen DoorsReport 2009study abroad students in the United States arergky
female students who identify themselves as Cauta®aly 18 percent of U.S. students studying

"EHLS Scholars possess native proficiency in @itianguages so are not included in this graph.
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abroad were students of color (Hispanic-AmericasiaA-American, Native-American, African-
American, and those that defined themselves asifsicitil), while 82 percent were Caucastén.

NSEP award recipients are given the option of cetmgd a form identifying their ethnicity at
the time of application. Of the 2008 Boren recipseri7 percent of students did not respond to
this question. Caucasian students made up 50 pevtdme recipient pool, while 33 percent of
students identified themselves as either studdntslor or other. In 2009, 19 percent of Boren
recipients chose not to respond to their applicaicethnicity question. Approximately 48
percent of students were Caucasian, while 33 perdentified themselves as either students of
color or other.

Ethnicity: 2008-09 Boren Scholars and Fellows

‘ m Hispanic

m Native American/Alaska Native
50% )
\ mNo Response

1%

m Asian or Pacific Islander

E Black Non-Hispanic

= Other
White Non-Hispanic

The field of study abroad has struggled for yeargdt more participation among male students.
Historically, women constitute approximately 65 gt of U.S. students studying abroad.
Among U.S. programs, NSEP is one of the most sgbdeat attracting men for overseas

studies. NSEP historically awards about 50 percdnts awards to men, as opposed to 35
percent in the national figures. For 2008, 50 petroé Boren scholarships and fellowships went
to men, and in 2009, 45 percent of Boren recipiamie men.

As an international education program, NSEP leadsadst areas when compared to other study
abroad programs by:

Making it possible for increasing numbers of U.&idents to study in and about world
regions that are important to U.S. national segurit

18 Open Doors 2009



Funding students for longer, more comprehensiveg@giof language and culture study;
Making it possible for students from non-traditibséudy abroad fields (e.g., applied
sciences, engineering, mathematics) to developnati®nal skills; and

Enabling a more diverse array of American studentundertake serious study of
languages and cultures that are critical to U.8onal security.

2008 Boren Fellow in Syria
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IX. THE NSEP SERVICE REQUIREMENT
OPPORTUNITIES FOR SERVICE TO THE NATION

NSEP plays a significant role in the federal goveent’s efforts to address foreign language and

area expertise shortfalls. NSEP’s unique ServicguRement generates a pool of outstanding

U.S. university students with competencies in caitianguages and area studies that are highly
committed to serve in the national security comrtyuni

The NSEP Service Requirement has evolved consiljesaire the program’s authorization in
1991. At the outset, the Service Requirement waadly defined and, for all practical purposes,
excluded Boren Scholars. Boren Fellows were peechito fulfill the requirement either by
working in the federal government or in educatioraifield related to their NSEP-funded study.
The law was modified in 1996 such that all awardipients had to seek employment with an
agency or office of the federal government involwedh national security affairs. Award
recipients who were not successful in securingreEddemployment were permitted to fulfill the
requirement by working in higher education in aeaarelated to their NSEP-funded study.
Boren Scholars had eight years from the end of th8EP-funded program to fulfill the Service
Requirement and Boren Fellows had five years froetime they finished their degree program
to begin to fulfill the Service Requirement.

In 2004, the U.S. Congress modified the NSEP SerRequirement to state that award
recipients must seek to obtain “work in a positiothe Department of Defense or other element
of the Intelligence Community that is certified the Secretary (of Defense) as appropriate to
utilize the unique language and region expertispiiaed by the recipient...}® The time frame

to begin service was shortened to three years fn@duation for Boren Scholars and two years
from graduation for Boren Fellows. It is worth mgithat since this amendment, beginning with
the 2005 cohort of Scholars and Fellows, NSEP lmisad a marked increase in the urgency
and importance given by award recipients to findvagk within the federal government in the
area of national security.

In 2007, the NSEP Service Requirement was againifileddto make the Departments of
Defense, Homeland Security, State, and any elemkftite Intelligence Community priority
organizations in which to fulfill service. At therse time, the law stated that, “if no suitable
position is available in the Department of Deferegy element of the intelligence community,
the Department of Homeland Security, or Departnoér8tate, award recipients may satisfy the
Service Requirement by serving in any federal agemcoffice in a position with national
security responsibilities®”

19 National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Y&@04, P.L. 108-136.
20 John Warner National Defense Authorization ActR@scal Year 2007, P.L. 109-364.
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The NSEP Service Requirement was again amende®08 ® expand federal employment
creditable under the Service Agreem&nidward recipients in the 2008 award cohort are
required to first search for a job in the four pityp areas of government outlined in the 2007
agreement. If they are unable to secure a positimne of the priority areas, they can search
anywhere in the federal government for a positiotin wational security responsibilities. As a
final option, award recipients may fulfill theirrsgce in education. Work in education is meant
for no more than ten percent of the cohort andnly approved after the award recipient has
made a good faith effort to find a position firstthe four priority areas of government and then
in any security related federal position.

As of December 31, 2009, 1,927 NSEP award recipibatl fulfilled their service. Of the 1,997
Boren Scholars who incurred a service requireméd® have completed their service in the
Federal Government, 157 in higher education, anch&fe worked in both government and
educatiorf? Of the 1,448 Boren Fellows with service requireteed37 have served in the
Federal Government, 432 in higher education, anchade worked in both government and
education. The federal entities where award reotpi@are working include the Department of
Defense, the Intelligence Community, and the Depants of Commerce, Energy, Homeland
Security, Justice, and State.

Award Service in U.S. Service in Higher Service
Type Government Education in Both
Boren Scholars 739 157 21
Boren Fellows 437 432 41
Flagship Fellows 61 2 3
EHLS Scholars 34 N/A N/A

FEDERAL PLACEMENT ACTIVITIES

There are approximately 1,000 Boren Scholarship &etlowship recipients who have
completed their academic degree programs and whe @ yet begun to fulfill their Service
Requirement. These award recipients are divided ngmthose who have entered further
education programs so are not in the job markesetlwho have just entered the job market in
the past year, and those who have been in the gskenhfor more than a year but have not yet
found work in fulfillment of the Service Requirenten

2L National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Y&f08, P.L. 110-181

22 A total of 2,553Boren Scholarships have been agghgince the inception of the National Security &dion
Program. However, the 557 Boren Scholars awamld®94 and 1995 did not incur a service requirement
Accordingly, NSEP uses only the 1996-2009 Borerofeh (N: 1,996) to communicate its service statsfor
Boren Scholars. All other NSEP initiatives had avidée Requirement since their inception.
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Service Fulfillment Progress: Boren Scholars

l ‘ m Fulfilled Service Requirement

® Have Begun to Fulfill Service
Requirement
m Have Less Than 12 Months to
Begin Fulfilling Service
® Have More Than 12 Months to
Begin Fulfilling Service

= 2008 Award Cohort

= 2009 Award Cohort

= Other

Service Fulfillment Progress: Boren Fellows

m Fulfilled Service Requirement

®E Have Begun to Fulfill Service
Requirement

®m Have Less Than 12 Months to
Begin Fulfilling Service

® Have More Than 12 Months to
Begin Fulfilling Service

m 2008 Award Cohort

m 2009 Award Cohort

m Other

NSEP implements aggressive efforts to identify saistip and fellowship applicants motivated
to work for the federal government and to buildhpatys to assist their entrance to the federal
workforce. NSEP uses a “hands-on” approach to entwat every NSEP award recipient is
equipped with the knowledge and tools to succdgsidéntify federal jobs that are consistent
with their skills and career objectives. NSEP ragylreviews the federal placement process and
routinely implements recommendations for modifica and refinements to this process.
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NSEP’s work to support the job search initiativels Stholars and Fellows includes the
following:

NSEP ensures that applicants and award recipiget@nmitted to working in the
federal government. In the applications for both Boren Scholarships and Fellowships
all applicants are asked to indicate their careatsgyand to discuss the federal agencies in
which they are most interested in working. Clealigation of a motivation to work in the
federal government is a critical factor in the st of award recipients by the review
panels for both programs.

At the time of both the application and award, stitd are informed of the NSEP Service
Requirement and given materials clearly outlining terms of the Service Requirement.
Students must sign a document in which they agceeseek employment in the
Departments of Defense, Homeland Security, Stauie,tle Intelligence Community. If
they are unable to obtain employment in one ofdhegencies and have made a good
faith effort to find employment, the student maglséo fulfill service in any department
of the federal government in a position with nagilosecurity responsibilities. In addition,
award recipients are given clear procedures on tieosearch for jobs and how to verify
with NSEP their efforts in obtaining employmentire federal government.

NSEP engaged the Office of Personnel Managemenvj@® develop regulations and

processes to facilitate placement of award recipieanthe federal government. Under a
regulation established by OPM in 1997, any NSEPrdwecipient can be hired by a
federal agency without application of the qualifica standards and requirements
established for competitive service. (See 5 C.E1R.3102 (r).)

The U.S. Congress provided NSEP with assistancenplementation of the Service
Requirement by enacting P.L. 107-296, the HomeBecurity Act of 2002. Subsection
1332(a) (2) of this law states that it shall be gwdicy of the U.S. Government to
advertise and open all federal positions to Uni&dtes citizens who receive federal
funding and, as a condition of that funding, inaifederal Service Requirement.

The U.S. Congress further supported NSEP with @sgie in implementation of the
Service Requirement by enacting P.L. 111-84, thigoNal Defense Authorization Act of
For Fiscal Year 2010, which was passed into lavDotober 28, 2009. Subsection 1101
of this law states that NSEP award recipients waeehcompleted their NSEP-funded
study and have an outstanding service obligatioly tma appointed to the excepted
service with non-competitive conversion eligibilitp a career or career-conditional
appointment upon completion of two years of suligttiy continuous service.

NSEP has established a significant Internet presemassist its award recipients in their
job searches and to provide federal agencies agid éspective hiring managers with
access to the resumes of NSEP Scholars and Felehes are actively seeking
employment. This secure online database, NSERmetv(nsepnet.ory provides job
search information, job announcements, career &éipg,other valuable career resources
for award recipients. Federal hiring officials haasecess to resumes of all award
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recipients. NSEP requires award recipients to posesume on NSEPnet at least 12
months before they expect to be available for f@idemployment and to keep their
resumes updated. Federal managers and hiringadé$fiare encouraged to find potential
employees via NSEPnet. Also, NSEP staff routinetylkwvith federal organizations to
brief them on NSEPnet and the breadth of talentabla to them.

Two full-time NSEP staff members work directly wiNSEP award recipients on their
job searches. Other NSEP staff members liaise Wifh recruiters at a variety of
government agencies to build hiring relationshipd programs tailored specifically for
NSEP awardees.

When an NSEP Scholar or Fellow identifies a positrowhich he or she is interested, he
or she may request that NSEP send a letter oficatibn on his or her behalf to hiring
managers. These letters include a brief explanatioNSEP, certify the individual's
status as an NSEP award recipient, and providenrd@bon about the special hiring
advantages to which NSEP alumni are privy, makireasier for them to get through the
federal hiring process.

NSEP sponsors annual events during which NSEP awetipients are invited to
Washington, D.C. to learn about federal agencia$ @anmeet directly with agency
representatives.

NSEP hosts annual convocations for new recipieh8ooen Scholarships to introduce
them to issues related to the Service Requiremedtirformation on finding federal
employment.

NSEP pursues and collects repayment from delingaerard recipients who neither
fulfilled their Service Requirement, nor repaiditbHeellowship or Scholarship. The U.S.
Department of Treasury administers the collectibraward money via its Treasury
Offset Program. Less than one percent of all awacipients have been delinquent in
their service agreements.

As a result of outstanding performance in theirefedl positions, NSEP award recipients have
encouraged many federal hiring officials to see#littahal NSEP Scholars and Fellows to fill
federal positions. The U.S. Departments of Defefsate, Homeland Security, and Commerce
(e.g., International Trade Administration), the faty of Congress, and NASA are just a few
examples of agencies which have actively soughtreoNSEP recipients.

Through the innovative application of placement ogff, together with aggressive
implementation of recommendations to improve feldplacement, the Department of Defense
remains confident that NSEP will achieve even greddvels of success meeting the national
security community’s needs for professionals wittvamced language and culture skills and
international competencies.
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SERVICE REQUIREMENT PLACEMENT RESULTS

NSEP tracks Service Requirement fulfillment by edling information from its award recipients
through an annually submitted Service AgreementoRgi®AR) by each award recipient. The
SAR is a Department of Defense form that monitevard recipients’ progress toward fulfilling

the Service Requirement. More than 1,000 SARs filmdugh 2009 show award recipients
having worked or currently working in the Federav@rnment.

While NSEP award recipients are committed to waygkin the federal government, NSEP is
aware that job mobility is a critical aspect of thedern career. It is estimated that most
professionals will work in no fewer than five jolosiring their careers. Anecdotal evidence
suggests that many NSEP award recipients remain thi¢ federal sector well beyond the
duration of the Service Requirement. Although natt pf the program’s statutory authority,

NSEP is committed to obtaining additional data ost{Service Requirement employment.

FEDERAL PLACEMENT OF FLAGSHIP FELLOWS AND EHLS SCHO LARS

NSEP is actively working with federal agencies tguge that all NSEP-funded Flagship Fellows
and EHLS Scholars find rewarding positions withire thational security community. As with
Boren Scholars and Fellows, each Flagship FellovEdLS Scholar who is selected must
indicate his or her commitment to federal servieederal agencies have a unique opportunity to
hire highly competent individuals who are, in tlase of Flagship Fellows, certified as superior
(ILR Level 3) in languages critical to national saty and, in the case of EHLS Scholars, native
speakers of these critical languages.

For the past two years, the NSEP staff has beekingpwith federal agencies and with each
Flagship Fellow and EHLS Scholar to identify appraie positions. Of those Flagship Fellows
available for employment as of December 31, 20@pr@&imately 45 percent have worked or
are working in the Departments of Defense, Stateni@erce, and the Intelligence Community.
Of those EHLS Scholars available for employmentr @@percent have worked or are working
in the Departments of Defense, State, and theliggakce Community.

A GLANCE AT NSEP AWARD RECIPIENTS SERVING OUR NATIO N

A 2007 Boren Fellow works as an intelligence sdestifor the U.S. Department of the
Army at the National Ground Intelligence Cent&GIC) in Charlottesville, VA. He
received a Boren Fellowship to study Russian ingggstan and used his regional
knowledge to study ethnic and social conversiothearegion. In the Irregular Warfare
Division and Complex Environments Branch of NGI@ turrent duties include analysis
of intelligence related to Army operations, par&ly areas of conflict where insurgents
are trying to establish networks within larger conmities.

A 2004 Flagship Fellow works for the National Gemtsg-Intelligence Agencyn the
Department of Defense. After receiving a 2003 Bo8uaholarship, he continued his
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language studies in a two-year Flagship Fellowstiypaining professional (ILR Level 3)
proficiency in Korean prior to accepting a positeman imagery analyst

A 2005 Boren Fellow works as a political analysttle U.S. intelligence community
She used her Boren Fellowship to study in Chinaevpursuing a master’'s degree in
sociology. Her professional specialties includern@be area studies and human rights.
She used research done while a Boren Fellow tcevant honors thesis about China’s
population control policy.

A 2008 Boren Fellow is working on a long-term caatrfor the Department of Defense’s

Pacific Command (PACOMas a_data analysfhe studied Arabic in Egypt and Jordan
for a full academic year while a Boren Fellow. Stmv uses her knowledge of the

Muslim world, including cultural sensitivities astiared tribal characteristics, in research
she does related to Human Terrain Mapping and [THierarchies. She has focused on
countries such as Afghanistan and the Philippine®ACOM.

A 2005 Boren Scholar works as a research specialidt the Drug Enforcement
Administration’s Intelligence Prograrie received a Boren Scholarship to study Tajik in
Tajikistan, building on his previous experiencasdging and working in Russia. During
his award period, he traveled extensively throughbe region, conducting research in
Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Kazakhstan. He now wark strategic intelligence projects
related to that region for the DEA.

A 2005 Boren Fellow works with the Department oedsury’s Office of Intelligence
Analysis He received a Boren Fellowship to study ArabiSyria while a student at the
Monterey Institute, after which he pursued a onarymaster's degree at the Hebrew
University of Jerusalem. Fluent in Modern StandArdbic, colloquial Syrian Arabic,
and Hebrew, he brings a wealth of cultural and Jistic expertise to his job as an
intelligence research specialist

A 2008 Boren Fellow works for the Centers for Dee&ontrol and ProtectiofCDC)
which is a division of the Department of Health &hadman Services Atlanta, Georgia.
He received a Boren Fellowship to study AfrikaamSouth Africa. While in the Western
Cape and Limpopo provinces of South Africa, he cateld research on HIV prevention
in university-aged populations, focusing on thearhdng social and cultural factors that
trigger increases and decreases in the spreadeoflifease. He is currently studying
minority populations in the United States for thB@s Prevention Research Branch.

A 2005 English Heritage Language Speakers studenksmvas an accountant for U.S.
Immigration and Customs Enforcement at the Departnoé Homeland SecurityA
native of Vietnam, she used her English Heritageguage Scholarship to enhance her
professional fluency in written and spoken Englisien was hired quickly as_a financial
auditor by the U.S. Agency for International Deysient She completed some of her
service requirement there before finally assumieigdurrent position at DHS.
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A 2005 Boren Scholar works as an intelligence effio anti-narcotics trafficking for the
Defense Intelligence Agency in the Department ofedse Having used her Boren
Scholarship to study in Russia while pursuing ademgraduate degree in international
affairs, she now brings to DIA her superior acadeathievement as well as extensive
professional experience in homeland security aaaetr

SERVICE FULFILLMENT CHALLENGES

Although the rate of placement of NSEP award recits in the Federal Government increases
every year, many NSEP award recipients, who poskigdy sought skills, too frequently
experience considerable setbacks when seekingeeafgqubsition.

It is important to note that all NSEP Scholars &etlows:

Are actively seeking federal employment or car@etbe national security arena
Have studied a wide-range of academic disciplines

Have documented capabilities in less commonly stlitinguages

Have studied in and about less commonly studieddwvegions

Are academically in the top 15 percent of theissts

Are required to seek federal employment as a cmddf their award

Have resumes online for instant review by potergmaployers

May be hired under Schedule A (Title 5 C.F.R. Ra8.3102 (r))

Are U.S. citizens

There are still obstacles that exist within theefadl hiring process which hinder service
compliance.

Worth noting is Section 1101 of Public Law 111-84tidnal Defense Authorization Act Fiscal
Year 2010 (NDAA FY 10), which passed into law ont@er 28, 2009. Subsection 1101 of this
law states that NSEP award recipients who have metgptheir NSEP-funded study and have
an outstanding service obligation may be appoitidte excepted service with non-competitive
conversion eligibility to a career or career-coiwhial appointment upon completion of two years
of substantially continuous service.

NSEP has made headway in addressing some of thierges it faces when trying to assist
award recipients in securing positions with the dfatl Government. For instance, NSEP has
actively partnered with agencies to create specHieer pathways. Boren Fellows are eligible
under the State Department’s Diplomacy Fellows Rnmgto bypass the Written Examination
portion of the Foreign Service exam and may prociexttly to the Oral Assessment. Similarly,
the Department of Defense’s Professional Developnf@rogram offers opportunities for
selected NSEP award recipients to enter DoD asy®eo-interns with possible conversion to
permanent status. Such programs identify candid@tegositions early on in the education
process and may expedite the clearance process.
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X. THE FUTURE OF NSEP
PARTNERING TO MEET GOVERNMENT LANGUAGE EXPERTISE

NSEP has developed a reputation as a leader idithgiithe U.S. national capacity in language
and cultural competency. As a result, the DepartroeBDefense, as well as partner agencies and
organizations, have looked to NSEP to structur@vative partnerships with the U.S. higher
education community. NSEP’s emergence is best ctaized by its vital role in the
Department of Defense (DoD) Language Transformda®ilam, the Quadrennial Defense Review

(QDR).

The DoD Language Transformation Plan and the QDiR bwongly endorse the importance of
federal engagement in developing a more linguiyi@and culturally competent U.S. workforce.
The Department has identified NSEP’s role in thifore by investing significantly in the
expansion of The Language Flagship, the creatidheNational Language Service Corps, and
development of Project Global Officers. The Depantibof Defense sees both of these efforts as
addressing the critical need for increasing thel mdcavailable professionals with language
proficiency and creating a surge capacity when si@egde for critical languages.

NSEP embraces its role in effectively addressirg riational deficit in language and cultural
competency and creating global professionals teestde nation.

2008 Boren Scholar in Russia
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Xl. CONCLUSION
THE NSEP CONTRIBUTION TO U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY

Since 1994, NSEP has provided excellent suppodutonation’s efforts to address issues of
national security and to participate in challengeshe current world environment. David L.
Boren Scholarships and Fellowships help individusachieve unusually high levels of
proficiency in less commonly taught languages. Thaguage Flagship is the first federally-
funded program training civilian students to repebfessional (ILR Level 3) proficiency levels
so that they may assume positions in the Departmebefense, the Intelligence Community,
and the broader national security community. Du26§5, NSEP began the implementation of
the English for Heritage Language Speakers (EHU®pnam, with instruction beginning in
early 2006. The National Language Service CorpsSBILPilot Program is in its first of three
years testing the model with hopes of becomingyfaperational in 2011. Finally, the Project
Global Officers (Project GO) initiative, aims to pnove the language skills, regional expertise
and intercultural communication skills of futurelitairy officers.

The influence of NSEP will continue to grow as gregram’s reputation soars due to its highly
talented graduates working in multiple agencieslbatevels of the Federal Government. The
NSEP 2008-2009 Report demonstrates that NSEP iginge¢s goals to serve the nation’s
critical language needs and to contribute to UaBional security.
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APPENDIX A: 2008 DAVID L. BOREN SCHOLARS

Country Language Institution Major ';?;::
Argentina Spanish Barnard College International Relations NY
Argentina Spanish Pepperdine University Business CA
Eg?;govina Serbo-Croatian Arizona State University International Law AZ
Brazil Portuguese University of Miami International Relations VA
Brazil Portuguese  Arizona State University Spanish Language & Literature AZ
Brazil Portuguese University of Colorado at Boulder International Relations CcoO
Brazil Portuguese George Washington University International Relations ME
Brazil Portuguese University Of Washington International Relations WA
Brazil Portuguese Georgetown University Spanish Language & Literature NY
China Mandarin Washington State University Political Science AK
China Mandarin Washington State University Political Science WA
China Mandarin University of Wyoming International Relations WY
China Mandarin Duke University Political Science WA
China Mandarin University of Louisville Finance (Business) KY
China Mandarin Western Michigan University International Relations Mi
China Mandarin University of Missouri-Columbia Political Science MO
China Mandarin University Of South Carolina Chinese Languages & Literature VA
China Mandarin American University International Relations Ml
China Mandarin University Of Oregon International Business OR
China Mandarin George Washington University Finance (Economics) DC
China Mandarin University of Mississippi International Relations MS
China Mandarin Patrick Henry College Government KS
China Mandarin Ohio University Political Science OH
China Mandarin Seattle University International Relations CA
China Mandarin Tufts University International Relations NY
China Mandarin Kalamazoo College International Business IL
China Mandarin Hawaii Pacific University International Relations MO
China Mandarin Cornell University East Asian/Pacific —U.S. Relations TN
China Mandarin University of California, Santa Barbara Biology CA
China Mandarin Miami University of Ohio International Relations OH
China Mandarin George Washington University International Politics FL
China Mandarin University of Kansas Mechanical Engineering KS
China Mandarin Denison University East Asia/Pacific Area Studies IL
China Mandarin Georgetown University International Politics IN
China Mandarin New York University East Asian Languages & Literature NJ
China Mandarin Rice University Political Science MD
China Mandarin Hiram College History OH
China Mandarin Carnegie Mellon University Engineering SC
China Mandarin Lewis University Psychology IL
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China Mandarin Carleton College Economics MN
China Mandarin Austin College International Relations TX
China Mandarin George Washington University Chinese Languages & Literature MO
gz;e)ﬁrl?)lic Czech University Of Washington Eastern Europe/Russia Area Studies WA
Egypt Arabic Hawaii Pacific University International Relations CA
Egypt Arabic Georgetown University Peace & Conflict Resolution AZ
Egypt Arabic George Washington University Middle East Area Studies OH
Egypt Arabic University of Florida Middle East Area Studies FL
Egypt Arabic University of California, Irvine Political Science CA
Egypt Arabic Arizona State University Anthropology GA
Egypt Arabic State University of New York at Binghamton Arabic Languages & Literature NY
Egypt Arabic University of Connecticut Communications CT
Egypt Arabic Duke University Arabic Languages & Literature CT
Egypt Arabic University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign Political Science IL
Egypt Arabic University of Michigan-Ann Arbor Middle East Area Studies DC
Egypt Arabic University of Kentucky Arabic Languages & Literature KY
Egypt Arabic University of California, Santa Barbara Middle East Area Studies CA
Egypt Arabic Whitman College Political Science WA
Egypt Arabic Langston University International Relations TX
Egypt Arabic University of Kentucky Political Science KY
Egypt Arabic University of Colorado at Boulder International Relations CcoO
Egypt Arabic University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign History IL
Egypt Arabic University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign Political Science IL
Egypt Arabic Dickinson College Political Science VA
Egypt Arabic University of Tampa Criminology PR
Egypt Arabic Claremont McKenna College International Relations TX
Egypt Arabic Smith College Economics MA
Egypt Arabic Brigham Young University Middle East Area Studies AZ
India Hindi University of Chicago Anthropology, Cultural MA
India Hindi University of California, Berkeley Political Science CA
India Persian University of Chicago Near Eastern Languages & Literature ~ NY
India Tamil Barnard College Economic Development NJ
Indonesia ﬁw?jt:)arllseiian University Of Rochester International Relations VA
Israel Hebrew University of lllinois at Chicago Anthropology IL
Israel Hebrew University Of Arizona International Relations AZ
Japan Japanese University of Memphis International Relations TN
Japan Japanese Ohio University Political Science OH
Japan Japanese University of New Hampshire Political Science NH
Japan Japanese California State University, Sacramento Criminology CA
Japan Japanese Columbia University East Asian Languages & Literature VA
Japan Japanese University of Notre Dame Political Science Mi
Jordan Arabic Virginia Commonwealth University International Relations VA
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Jordan Arabic College of William and Mary International Relations MD
Jordan Arabic Pennsylvania State University International Politics PA
Jordan Arabic Brigham Young University Middle East Area Studies WA
Jordan Arabic University of Florida Criminology FL
Jordan Arabic University of Colorado at Boulder Religious Education CcoO
Jordan Arabic University of Idaho International Relations ID

Jordan Arabic College of William and Mary International Relations IL

Jordan Arabic University of Connecticut International Relations ME
Jordan Arabic Pennsylvania State University Biology TX
Jordan Arabic University of Scranton International Relations PA
Jordan Arabic University of Idaho Computer Sciences ID

Jordan Arabic Transylvania University International Relations KY
Jordan Arabic DePaul University Arabic Languages & Literature OH
Jordan Arabic New York University Political Science NJ
Jordan Arabic University Of Washington International Relations WA
Jordan Arabic Tufts University History MA
Jordan Arabic University Of Arizona Psychology NV
Kenya Swabhili University Of Oregon History, African OR
Kenya Swabhili University Of Arizona International Relations AZ
Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyz Arizona State University Slavic Languages & Literature AZ
Mexico Spanish University of New Hampshire Spanish Language & Literature NH
Morocco Arabic Ohio State University International Relations OH
Morocco Arabic St. Mary's College of Maryland Political Science MO
Morocco Arabic Pennsylvania State University French Language & Literature MD
Morocco Arabic Georgia State University Middle East Area Studies GA
Morocco Arabic Georgetown University International Relations CA
Morocco Arabic Ohio State University Arabic Languages & Literature OH
Morocco Arabic College of William and Mary Middle East Area Studies VA
Peru Quechua University of Notre Dame Anthropology CA
Russia Russian Texas A&M University Anthropology CA
Russia Russian University of Minnesota-Twin Cities History MN
Russia Russian Arizona State University Language Theory WA
Russia Russian University of Michigan-Ann Arbor Political Science MI

Russia Russian University Of Texas At Austin Slavic Languages & Literature TX
Russia Russian University of Louisville Political Science KY
Russia Russian University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign International Relations IL

Russia Russian University of Florida Political Science FL
Russia Russian Harvard University Engineering MD
Russia Russian Washington and Lee University Slavic Languages & Literature CT
Russia Russian Virginia Polytechnic and State University  Architecture CT
Russia Russian Arizona State University Slavic Languages & Literature AZ
Russia Russian Kent State University Slavic Languages & Literature OH
Serbia Serbo-Croatian Ohio State University International Business OH
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Singapore Mandarin Pennsylvania State University Applied Mathematics PA
South Korea Korean George Washington University East Asia/Pacific Area Studies CT
South Korea Korean University of California, Irvine Criminology CA
South Korea Korean University of Chicago International Relations IL
Syria Arabic University Of South Carolina International Politics FL
Taiwan Mandarin University Of Oregon Chinese Languages & Literature CcoO
Taiwan Mandarin Ohio State University International Relations OH
Tajikistan Farsi Syracuse University Political Science NY
Tajikistan Farsi Brigham Young University International Relations uT
Tajikistan Persian American University International Relations NY
Tanzania Swabhili University Of South Carolina International Relations VA
Tanzania Swabhili Wesleyan University Economics NH
Tanzania Swabhili College of William and Mary International Relations VA
Thailand Thai University of Hawaii at M noa Political Science HI
Turkey Turkish University of Oklahoma History OK
Turkey Turkish Pennsylvania State University Aerospace Engineering VA
Turkey Turkish University of Pittsburgh Engineering PA
Turkey Turkish Georgetown University History, Eastern European & NIS NC
Turkey Turkish Virginia Commonwealth University History VA
Turkey Turkish City College Of San Francisco Political Science PA
Turkey Turkish University Of Arizona Economics AZ
Turkey Turkish Mills College Sociology MN
Uganda Luganda Smith College Women's Studies CA
Uganda Swabhili Smith College Chemistry AK
Vietnam Viethamese  University of California, San Diego International Politics CA
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APPENDIX B: 2009 DAVID L. BOREN SCHOLARS

Country Language Institution Major ';?gt]:
Argentina Spanish Nebraska Wesleyan University Biology NE
Argentina Spanish University of Colorado at Boulder Spanish Language & Literature CcO
Brazil Portuguese University of California, Irvine International Relations CA
Brazil Portuguese Ohio State University International Relations OH
Brazil Portuguese Macomb Community College International Relations MI
China Mandarin Stanford University Biology CA
China Mandarin Texas A&M University at Corpus Christi Biomedical Sciences TX
China Mandarin University of Colorado at Boulder Business CcO
China Mandarin Grinnell College Chemistry CA
China Mandarin Washington State University Chinese Languages & Literature WA
China Mandarin Barnard College East Asia/Pacific Area Studies TX
China Mandarin Arizona State University Economics AZ
China Mandarin Arizona State University Economics AZ
China Mandarin University Of Maryland-College Park Electronic Engineering MD
China Mandarin University of Virginia French Language & Literature VA
China Mandarin Georgia Southern University History GA
China Mandarin American University International Politics NY
China Mandarin University of Georgia International Politics GA
China Mandarin University of Mississippi International Relations MS
China Mandarin George Washington University International Relations CA
China Mandarin American University International Relations PA
China Mandarin University Of Oregon International Relations OR
China Mandarin Carleton College International Relations TX
China Uighur Wittenberg University International Relations OH
China Mandarin University of the Pacific International Relations AK
China Mandarin George Washington University International Relations WA
China Mandarin Miami University of Ohio Management OH
China Mandarin Columbia University Physics CA
China Mandarin State University of New York at Binghamton  Political Science NY
China Mandarin University of California, Berkeley Political Science CA
China Mandarin University of California, Berkeley Political Science CA
China Mandarin Arizona State University Political Science CcO
China Mandarin Rutgers University - New Brunswick Political Science NJ
China Mandarin Texas Tech University Political Science TX
Czech Republic Czech University of Nebraska at Omaha International Relations NE
Egypt Arabic Western Washington University Germanic Languages & Literature WA
Egypt Arabic North Carolina State University International Politics NC
Egypt Arabic University of Dayton International Relations OH
Egypt Arabic Towson University International Relations MD
Egypt Arabic George Washington University International Relations IL
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Egypt Arabic University of New Hampshire International Relations NH
Egypt Arabic George Washington University International Relations AZ
Egypt Arabic George Washington University International Relations MA
Egypt Arabic Piedmont Virginia Community College Languages VA
Egypt Arabic Northwestern University Middle East Area Studies CT
Egypt Arabic George Washington University Middle East Area Studies TN
Egypt Arabic Princeton University Near East Area Studies NY
Egypt Arabic University of Missouri-Columbia Political Science MO
Egypt Arabic Canisius College Political Science NY
Ethiopia Ambharic Nebraska Wesleyan University Political Science NE
Georgia Georgian University of Pittsburgh Economics PA
India Hindi Stanford University Political Science CA
India Hindi University of Wisconsin-Madison Religious Education Wi
India Hindi University of Minnesota-Twin Cities South Asia Area Studies IL
Indonesia Bahasa. Clark University East Asia/Pacific Area Studies OH
Indonesian
Indonesia a%rc])iséasian University of Oklahoma International Relations OK
Israel Arabic University of Colorado Denver International Relations CcO
Israel Arabic Georgetown University International Relations MA
Israel Hebrew University of Louisville Political Science KY
Israel Hebrew University of Chicago Political Science MI
Japan Japanese Trinity University East Asia/Pacific Area Studies LA
Japan Japanese University of Hawaii at M noa East Asian Languages & Literature MT
Japan Japanese University Of Maryland-College Park East Asian Languages & Literature MD
Japan Japanese University Of South Carolina International Business LA
Japan Japanese North Carolina State University International Economics NC
Japan Japanese Case Western Reserve University Mechanical Engineering MA
Japan Japanese University of California, San Diego Political Science NV
Japan Japanese University of Louisville Political Science KY
Jordan Arabic Stanford University Geophysics & Seismology DC
Jordan Arabic Georgetown University International Politics CA
Jordan Arabic Pennsylvania State University International Politics PA
Jordan Arabic University of Minnesota-Twin Cities International Politics MN
Jordan Arabic University of Georgia International Relations GA
Jordan Arabic University of Missouri-Columbia International Relations MO
Jordan Arabic Minnesota State University - Mankato International Relations CT
Jordan Arabic Ohio State University International Relations OH
Jordan Arabic Rollins College International Relations FL
Jordan Arabic Arizona State University IF_{aetIi;thLnserican & Caribbean—U.S. AZ
Jordan Arabic University Of North Carolina at Chapel Hill Middle East Area Studies NC
Jordan Arabic University of Vermont Political Science VT
Kenya Swahili Kalamazoo College Biology 1A
Kenya Swahili Middle Tennessee State University International Relations TN
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Kuwait Arabic George Mason University Anthropology, Cultural VA
Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyz University of Kansas International Relations KS
Mongolia Mongolian University of Southern California International Relations CA
Morocco Arabic Virginia Commonwealth University French Language & Literature MA
Morocco Arabic University of Georgia International Relations GA
Morocco Arabic Kenyon College International Relations MD
Morocco Arabic American University Peace & Conflict Resolution MA
Oman Arabic University of Colorado at Boulder International Relations CcO
Peru Quechua University of Chicago Languages IL

Peru Spanish Ball State University Natural Resources IN

Peru Quechua University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign Spanish Language & Literature IL

Russia Russian Bellarmine University Biology KY
Russia Russian College of William and Mary Economics VA
Russia Russian Dartmouth College Engineering WA
Russia Russian University Of South Carolina International Politics SC
Russia Russian University of Missouri-Columbia International Relations MO
Russia Russian University of the Pacific International Relations CA
Russia Russian American University International Relations NH
Russia Russian West Virginia University Physics wv
Russia Russian Ohio University Political Science OH
Russia Russian West Virginia University Slavic Languages & Literature wv
Russia Russian University Of North Carolina At Chapel Hill Slavic Languages & Literature NC
Russia Russian Princeton University Statistics IL

Slovenia Slovenian University of Nebraska at Omaha Eastern Europe/Russia Area Studies NE
South Korea Korean Ohio State University East Asian Languages & Literature PA
South Korea Korean Michigan State University East Asian Languages & Literature MI

South Korea Korean University of Hawaii at M noa East Asian Languages & Literature HI

South Korea Korean University of California, Irvine International Relations CA
South Korea Korean University Of Washington International Relations WA
South Korea Korean Boston College Political Science CT
South Korea Korean University of Kansas Political Science KS
Syria Arabic Yale University Economics MN
Syria Arabic DePaul University International Relations CA
Taiwan Mandarin University Of Rochester Biology MA
Taiwan Mandarin University of Colorado at Boulder Environmental Studies CcO
Taiwan Mandarin Arizona State University International Relations AZ
Tanzania Swahili University of Minnesota-Twin Cities International Health MN
Tanzania Swahili George Washington University International Relations CT
Tanzania Swahili Florida State University International Relations FL
Tanzania Swahili New York University Political Science OR
Tunisia Arabic Fordham University International Relations NY
Turkey Turkish Arizona State University International Relations AZ
Turkey Turkish Florida State University International Relations FL
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Turkey Turkish Princeton University Near East Area Studies 1A

Uganda Luganda West Virginia University Economic Development wv
Ukraine Ukrainian University of California, Berkeley Political Science CA
Venezuela Spanish University of Nebraska-Lincoln English X
Vietnam Viethamese Pomona College Mathematics MA
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APPENDIX C: LIST OF MAJORS BY ACADEMIC FIELDS

Area/Language Studies
Area Studies, Africa
Area Studies, East Asia/Pacific
Area Studies, Latin America/Caribbean
Area Studies, Middle East
Area Studies, Near East
Area Studies, South/Southeast Asia
Comparative Literature
English
Languages
Languages & Literature, Arabic
Languages & Literature, Chinese/East Asian
Languages & Literature, French
Languages & Literature, Near Eastern
Languages & Literature, Slavic
Languages & Literature, Spanish
Linguistics
World Religions

Applied Sciences
Agriculture
Biochemistry
Biological Sciences
Chemistry
Engineering, Civil

Engineering, Electrical
Engineering, Mechanical
Engineering, Nuclear
Engineering, Systems
Environmental Sciences
Mathematics
Microbiology
Molecular Biology
Natural Resources
Physics
Veterinary Science

Business
Accounting
Business
Marketing

Education
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International Affairs
International Economics
International Health
International Politics
International Relations
International Studies

Journalism
Law

Social Sciences (excluding international affairs)
Anthropology
Economics
Geography
Government
History
Public Administration
Political Science
Psychology
Public Health
Public Policy
Religious Studies
Social Sciences, General
Urban & Regional Planning
Women'’s Studies

Other
Communications
Criminology
Law Enforcement
Legal Studies
Library & Information Science
Parks & Recreation Management
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APPENDIX D: 2008 DAVID L. BOREN FELLOWS

Country Language Institution Major gg&e
Albania Albanian Cornell University Education NY
Azerbaijan Azerbaijani Georgetown University Political Science DC
Brazil Portuguese Georgetown University Political Science MD
Brazil Portuguese University of Florida Environmental Sciences FL
Brazil Portuguese University of Colorado at Boulder Political Science CO
Brazil Portuguese Indiana University - Bloomington Environmental Sciences IN
Brazil Portuguese University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign Biological Sciences IL
Brazil Portuguese Johns Hopkins University, SAIS International Affairs MI
Brazil Portuguese American University International Affairs WA
Brazil Portuguese University of Michigan-Ann Arbor Environmental Sciences AZ
Brazil Portuguese University of Notre Dame International Affairs OH
Bulgaria Bulgarian University Of Washington International Affairs WA
Cambodia Khmer University Of Washington Public Administration WA
China Mandarin University of Southern California Urban & Regional Planning CA
China Uighur Burlington County College Public Administration NJ
China Mandarin Johns Hopkins University, SAIS International Affairs MA
China Mandarin Monterey Institute of International Studies International Affairs MA
China Mandarin Johns Hopkins University, SAIS International Affairs DC
China Mandarin American University International Affairs CA
China Uighur Indiana University - Bloomington Area Studies IN
China Mandarin George Washington University International Affairs GA
China Mandarin Portland State University Geography OR
China Mandarin Johns Hopkins University, SAIS International Affairs CT
China Mandarin University Of Texas At Austin History TX
China Mandarin Williams College International Affairs HI
China Mandarin Harvard University Political Science MA
Egypt Arabic University Of Maryland-College Park Area Studies DC
Egypt Arabic North Carolina State University International Affairs PA
Egypt Arabic Georgetown University International Affairs NJ
Egypt Arabic State University of New York at Binghamton  Area Studies CT
Egypt Arabic University of Wisconsin-Madison International Affairs Wi
Egypt Arabic University of Chicago Political Science IN
Egypt Arabic New York University Linguistics MA
Egypt Arabic Allegheny College International Affairs PA
India Hindi University of lllinois at Chicago Urban & Regional Planning IL
India Hindi Massachusetts Institute of Technology Political Science NY
India Urdu Columbia University Psychology Wi
India Urdu University of Michigan-Ann Arbor Political Science MI
Indonesia Ew%giseasian University of Wisconsin-Madison Political Science MI
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Bahasa

Indonesia Indonesian Columbia University International Affairs CA
Indonesia Bahasa. University of Hawaii at M noa History FL
Indonesian

Israel Arabic Brandeis University International Affairs ME
Japan Japanese Monterey Institute of International Studies Area Studies MS
Japan Japanese University of Nebraska-Lincoln Law NE
Japan Japanese University of Massachusetts Amherst Computer Science TN
Japan Japanese College of William and Mary Law OH
Japan Japanese Monterey Institute of International Studies International Affairs OR
Japan Japanese Monterey Institute of International Studies International Affairs MA
Jordan Arabic University Of South Carolina Business Administration Wi
Kazakhstan Kazakh University of Kansas Area Studies MN
Kazakhstan Russian Georgetown University International Affairs MI
Kenya Swabhili Western Michigan University Political Science CO
Kenya Swabhili Brandeis University Business Administration MA
Kyrgyzstan Russian Weber State University Political Science uT
Lebanon Arabic Georgetown University History NC
Lebanon Arabic Monterey Institute of International Studies International Affairs MI
Mali Bambara Cornell University Political Science NJ
Mongolia Mongolian University of Colorado at Boulder Communications and Journalism CO
Morocco Arabic University Of Washington Area Studies NM
Morocco Arabic Georgetown University Political Science DC
Morocco Arabic Brandeis University International Affairs NY
Morocco Arabic Georgetown University Law IL
Morocco Arabic University of Colorado at Boulder Political Science CO
Morocco Arabic Arizona State University Area Studies AZ
Niger Arabic Johns Hopkins University History MD
Oman Arabic Georgetown University History DC
Oman Arabic Monterey Institute of International Studies International Affairs 1A
Peru Quechua University of Colorado at Boulder Political Science CO
Russia Russian Arizona State University Sociology AZ
Russia Russian University of Maryland Baltimore County History PA
Russia Russian University of Pittsburgh International Affairs FL
Russia Russian Fordham University International Affairs NY
Serbia Serbo-Croatian Rutgers University - Newark International Affairs NJ
South Africa Afrikaans Pennsylvania State University Public Health PA
South Korea Korean University of Virginia Area Studies VA
South Korea Korean George Washington University International Affairs WA
South Korea Korean University of California, San Diego International Affairs CA
South Korea Korean Williams College International Affairs NJ
Syria Arabic Boston University Language & Literature MA
Syria Arabic Johns Hopkins University, SAIS International Affairs DC
Syria Arabic Georgetown University Political Science TX
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Syria Arabic University Of Washington Biological Sciences WA
Taiwan Mandarin Harvard University International Affairs AL
Taiwan Mandarin Yale University History FL
Tajikistan Persian Georgia Institute of Technology International Affairs IL
Tajikistan Tajik University Of Washington Public Administration WA
Tajikistan Persian Indiana University - Bloomington Area Studies IN
Tanzania Swabhili University of California, Berkeley Political Science CA
Tanzania Swabhili University of Minnesota-Twin Cities Geography MN
Thailand Thai Emory University Public Health VA
Uganda Swabhili Georgetown University International Affairs DC
Uganda Swabhili American University International Affairs DC
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APPENDIX E: 2009 DAVID L. BOREN FELLOWS

Country Language Institution Major ';?;?:
Algeria Arabic University of California, Irvine History CA
Algeria Arabic University Of Texas At Austin Political Science OR
Argentina Spanish New School University Political Science NY
Bangladesh Bengali Johns Hopkins University Public Health IL
EZ:QéZovina Serbo-Croatian University of Southern California Political Science CA
Brazil Portuguese University of California, Los Angeles History CA
Brazil Portuguese Harvard University Public Health VA
Brazil Portuguese Harvard University Urban & Regional Planning WA
Brazil Portuguese University of California, Davis Urban & Regional Planning CA
Cambodia Khmer University of Michigan-Ann Arbor Environmental Sciences MI
Cambodia Cambodian University of California, Santa Barbara International Affairs CA
China Mandarin Wellesley College (MA) Area Studies PA
China Uighur Indiana University - Bloomington Area Studies OH
China Mandarin American University International Affairs FL
China Mandarin Tufts University International Affairs NC
China Mandarin Monterey Institute of International Studies International Affairs CA
China Mandarin Harvard University International Affairs NC
China Mandarin Brown University International Affairs DC
China Mandarin Loyola Marymount University Law CA
China Mandarin Massachusetts Institute of Technology Political Science WA
China Mandarin University of California, San Diego Political Science CA
China Mandarin Harvard University Public Administration MA
China Mandarin University Of Washington Public Administration NY
Czech Republic Czech University of Alaska - Fairbanks Biological Sciences IL
Egypt Arabic George Washington University Area Studies DC
Egypt Arabic American University International Affairs NY
Egypt Arabic American University International Affairs FL
Egypt Arabic University Of Texas At Austin Language & Literature OH
Egypt Arabic Yale University Political Science NY
Egypt Arabic George Mason University Public Administration CA
Georgia Georgian University of Arizona Area Studies SC
Georgia Russian Johns Hopkins University Public Health CcO
Ghana Eiogrggfanian Johns Hopkins University History MD
India Hindi Massachusetts Institute of Technology Political Science OH
India Hindi University of California, Berkeley Public Health CA
India Hindi Washington University Social Work MT
Indonesia ﬁ?jgizzian University of Missouri-Columbia Anthropology MO
Indonesia Ew?jg?wsea;ian Georgetown University International Affairs CA
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Bahasa

Indonesia Indonesian Ohio University - Athens International Affairs MO
Indonesia Bahasa. University Of North Carolina At Chapel Hill  Political Science NC
Indonesian
Japan Japanese University of Kansas History TX
Japan Japanese Harvard University International Affairs TX
Japan Japanese Temple University International Affairs PA
Jordan Arabic Georgetown University International Affairs FL
Jordan Arabic Georgetown University International Affairs CA
Jordan Arabic University of Michigan-Ann Arbor Public Administration MI
Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyz University of Michigan-Ann Arbor Area Studies IL
Kyrgyzstan Russian Indiana University - Bloomington Religious Studies IL
Laos Lao University of Wisconsin-Madison TEFL & Applied Linguistics DE
Latvia Latvian University Of Washington Anthropology MA
Lebanon Arabic Columbia University History NY
Lebanon Arabic Tufts University International Affairs MA
Lebanon Arabic George Washington University International Affairs FL
Mexico Zapotoc Southern Methodist University Anthropology CA
Mexico Mayan Michigan State University Education MI
Morocco Arabic Tufts University International Affairs MT
Morocco Arabic Old Dominion University International Affairs MD
Mozambique Portuguese University of Pittsburgh Medical Sciences ND
Nepal Nepali American University International Affairs DC
Nigeria Yoruba University of California, Los Angeles Political Science CA
Nigeria Yoruba University of Pennsylvania Urban & Regional Planning RI
Oman Arabic University Of South Carolina Business Administration SC
Peru Spanish University of lowa Public Health 1A
Philippines Tagalog Johns Hopkins University, SAIS International Affairs VA
Russia Russian Virginia Polytechnic and State University Area Studies VA
Russia Turko-Tataric Indiana University - Bloomington History IN
Russia Russian Johns Hopkins University, SAIS International Affairs MD
Russia Russian Tufts University International Affairs CA
Saudi Arabia  Arabic Columbia University Anthropology NY
Slovak Republic Slovak University of Kansas Geography NE
South Africa Xhosa University of California, Los Angeles Public Administration CA
South Africa Zulu University of Pennsylvania Urban & Regional Planning PA
South Korea Korean University of Chicago International Affairs OH
South Korea Korean American University International Affairs CcO
South Korea Korean University of Hawaii at M noa Language & Literature CT
Syria Arabic Georgetown University Area Studies NY
Syria Arabic George Washington University Area Studies DC
Syria Arabic George Washington University Area Studies DC
Syria Arabic Yale University Economics CA
Syria Arabic University of Chicago Language & Literature IL
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Syria Arabic Harvard University Political Science MA
Taiwan Mandarin Ohio State University Education OH
Taiwan Mandarin Monterey Institute of International Studies Environmental Sciences IL
Tajikistan Persian Georgetown University International Affairs DC
Tajikistan Persian George Washington University International Affairs FL
Tajikistan Tajik George Mason University International Affairs DE
Tanzania Swabhili University of Arizona Geography AZ
Tanzania Swabhili University Of Texas At Austin History TX
Tanzania Swabhili University of South Florida Public Health VA
Tanzania Swabhili University of lllinois at Chicago Urban & Regional Planning DC
Thailand Thai Johns Hopkins University, SAIS International Affairs VA
Tunisia Arabic Indiana University - Bloomington History OH
Turkey Turkish Portland State University International Affairs OR
Turkey Persian University of Hawaii at M noa Political Science CA
Turkey Turkish American University Political Science DC
Uganda Swabhili American University International Affairs DC
Ukraine Ukrainian University of California, San Diego Political Science CA
Vietnam Viethamese Johns Hopkins University, SAIS International Affairs DC
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APPENDIX F: 2008 THE LANGUAGE FLAGSHIP FELLOWS

Country Language Flagship Institution Overseas Program ';ct’;?g
China Chinese Ohio State University Nanjing University CA
China Chinese Ohio State University Nanjing University NC
China Chinese Brigham Young University Nanjing University PA
China Chinese Brigham Young University Nanjing University uT
China Chinese Ohio State University Nanjing University NJ
China Chinese Ohio State University Nanjing University OH
China Chinese Brigham Young University Nanjing University CO
China Chinese Brigham Young University Nanjing University GA
China Chinese Ohio State University Nanjing University uT
China Chinese Ohio State University Nanjing University VT
Korea Korean University of Hawaii Korea University HI
Korea Korean University of Hawalii Korea University HI
Korea Korean University of Hawalii Korea University TN
Korea Korean University of Hawalii Korea University GU
Korea Korean University of Hawalii Korea University NJ
Korea Korean University of Hawalii Korea University VA
Russia Russian n/a St. Petersburg State University MA
Russia Russian n/a St. Petersburg State University CA
Russia Russian n/a St. Petersburg State University 1A
Russia Russian n/a St. Petersburg State University OR
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus DC
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus DC
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus NY
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus VA
Syria Arabic n/a University of Damascus (direct) GA
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus OR
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus NY
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus DC
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus MN
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus MD
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University VA
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University Wi
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University DC
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University IL
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University AZ
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University AL
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APPENDIX G: 2009 THE LANGUAGE FLAGSHIP FELLOWS

Country Language Flagship Institution Overseas Program ':Sl?;?:
China Chinese Brigham Young University Nanjing University CcO
China Chinese Brigham Young University Nanjing University GA
China Chinese Ohio State University Nanjing University KY
China Chinese Ohio State University Nanjing University OH
China Chinese Ohio State University Nanjing University uT
China Chinese Ohio State University Nanjing University VT
China Chinese Ohio State University Nanjing University WA
Korea Korean University of Hawaii Korea University CA
Korea Korean University of Hawalii Korea University HI
Korea Korean University of Hawalii Korea University NJ
Korea Korean University of Hawaii Korea University VA
Russia Russian n/a St. Petersburg State University CA
Russia Russian n/a St. Petersburg State University X
Syria Arabic n/a University of Damascus CA
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus DC
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus DC
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus MD
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus MD
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus MI
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus MN
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus NH
Syria Arabic University of Maryland University of Damascus NY
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University AL
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University AL
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University AZ
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University CcO
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University DC
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University IL
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University KS
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University MD
Tajikistan Persian University of Maryland Tajik State National University NY
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APPENDIX H: 2008 ENGLISH FOR HERITAGE LANGUAGE SPEA KERS SCHOLARS

'éiﬂtri?; LHaﬁgtuafgee EHLS Institution Professional Field g?g:
Afghanistan  Dari Georgetown University Computer Science VA
Afghanistan  Dari University of Washington Geological Engineering WA
Afghanistan  Dari Georgetown University Law and Political Science VA
China Cantonese Georgetown University Computer Science VA
China Chinese University of Washington English WA
China Chinese University of Washington Hotel Administration WA
China Chinese University of Washington Information Systems and Marketing WA
China Chinese Georgetown University Journalism/Mass Communications NJ
China Chinese Georgetown University Management/Accounting MD
China Chinese University of Washington Public Accounting WA
Egypt Arabic Georgetown University Accounting VA
India Hindi University of Washington Study of Ancient and medieval philosophers WA
Indonesia Indonesian University of Washington Accounting CA
Indonesia Indonesian University of Washington Management CA
Indonesia Indonesian University of Washington Master of Business Administration CA
Indonesia Indonesian University of Washington Urban Ministry WA
Iran Persian University of Washington Applied Math and Aero Engineering WA
Iraq Arabic University of Washington Accounting and Business Administration CA
Jordan Arabic Georgetown University Architecture VA
Morocco Arabic Georgetown University International Legal Studies VA
Morocco Arabic University of Washington LAN-Applications, Software Engineering WA
Sudan Arabic Georgetown University Chemical Engineering VA
Sudan Arabic Georgetown University Economics NH
Sudan Arabic Georgetown University Economics VA
Sudan Arabic Georgetown University Journalism Ml
Sudan Arabic Georgetown University Public Administration VA
Syria Arabic University of Washington Animal Production CA
Taiwan Chinese Georgetown University Computer Science MD
Taiwan Chinese Georgetown University Law MD
Taiwan Chinese University of Washington Philosophy NY
Ukraine Russian University of Washington Cosmetology WA
Yemen Arabic Georgetown University Sociology VA
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APPENDIX I: 2009 ENGLISH FOR HERITAGE LANGUAGE SPEA KERS SCHOLARS

'éiﬂtri?; Liﬁgtjasgee EHLS Institution Professional Field ';?er‘?:
Afghanistan Dari Georgetown University Business VA
Afghanistan Dari Georgetown University Information Technology VA
Afghanistan Dari Georgetown University Real Estate VA
Afghanistan Dari Georgetown University Translation VA
Algeria Arabic Georgetown University Hospitality VA
Algeria Arabic Georgetown University Hospitality MD
Algeria Arabic Georgetown University Statistics DC
China Chinese Georgetown University Engineering CA
China Chinese Georgetown University Business CA
Egypt Arabic Georgetown University Language Teaching VA
Egypt Arabic Georgetown University Business PA
Egypt Arabic Georgetown University Hospitality WA
Egypt Arabic Georgetown University Hospitality CA
Egypt Arabic Georgetown University Interpreter MD
Egypt Arabic Georgetown University Science VA
Iran Persian Georgetown University Education MD
Iran Persian Georgetown University Quality Control PA
Iran Persian Georgetown University Real Estate FL
Jordan Arabic Georgetown University Finance VA
Morocco Arabic Georgetown University Language Teaching MD
Singapore Chinese Georgetown University Translation MD
Sudan Arabic Georgetown University Education VA
Sudan Arabic Georgetown University Engineering VA
Sudan Arabic Georgetown University Engineering VA
Sudan Arabic Georgetown University Language Teaching VA
Taiwan Chinese Georgetown University Law NY
Taiwan Chinese Georgetown University Policy research VA
United States Arabic Georgetown University Education VA
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APPENDIX J: POSITIONS OF NSEP SCHOLARS AND FELLOWS

FULFILLED/FULFILLING FEDERAL GOVERNMENTAL SERVICE, 1996-2009

Organization Office Tgtfr;lilct;y Or;-;);?;;t)i/on
Central Intelligence Agency 50
Department of Agriculture 23

Foreign Agricultural Service 7

Food Safety and Inspection Service 4

Forest Service 3

Agriculture Research Service 2

Economic Research Service 1

Natural Resource and Conservation Service 1

Agricultural Marketing Service 1

Other 4
Department of Commerce 69

International Trade Administration 39

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 9

Economics and Statistics Administration 7

Business Information Services for the Newly Independent States 3

Office of the General Counsel 3

Bureau of Industry and Security 2

Minority Business Development Agency 1

Technology Administration 1

Other 4
Department of Defense 396

Department of the Army 53

Contractor 71

National Defense University 42

Defense Intelligence Agency 37

Department of the Air Force 23

Department of the Navy 39

Department of the Navy/U.S. Marine Corps 23

National Security Agency 18

National Geospatial Intelligence Agency/Defense Mapping 13

Agency

Defense Threat Reduction Agency 6

Defense Language Institute 5

Military (unspecified) 4

Office of the Secretary of Defense 5

Office of the Secretary of Defense/Policy 4

Combattant Commands/J2 Joint Intelligence Center 3

Naval Postgraduate School 3

Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies 2
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Coalition Provisional Authority, Iraq

Defense Career Management and Support Agency

Defense Information Systems Agency

NATO Stabilization Force

Defense Commissaries Agency

Defense Contract Management Agency

Drug Enforcement Policy Support

MIT Lincoln Laboratory (DoD contract)

Office of Economic Adjustment

Office of the General Counsel

Office of Japanese Affairs

Office of Net Assessment

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy &

Requirements

Office of the Secretary of Defense/Comptroller

Office of the Secretary of Defense/Negotiations Policy

Office of the Secretary of Defense/Force Health
Protection/Office of Gulf War llinesses

Office of the Secretary of Defense/Policy Planning

Office of the Secretary of Defense/Acquisition, Technology, and

Logistics

Prisoner of War/Missing Personnel Office

U.S. Mission to NATO

U.S. Coast Guard

RPlRr(krl Rk (PR (PR PR |Rr|Rr|RRr|Rr|R|[R[R|INM|N[NN

Other

N
o

Department of Education

Department of Energy

25

National Nuclear Security Administration

Office of Science

Argonne National Laboratory

Energy Information Administration

National Renewable Energy Laboratory

Office of Environmental Management

Richland Operations

Other

Department of Health and Human
Services

20

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

National Institutes of Health

Office of Global Health Affairs

Administration for Children and Family

Food and Drug Administration

Office of the Inspector General

Department of Homeland Security

43

Bureau of Citizenship and Immigration Services
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Private Sector Office

Bureau of Customs and Border Protection

Immigration and Customs Enforcement

Office of the District Counsel

Transportation Security Administration

Center for Homeland Defense and Security

Government Services Office

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Office of Domestic Preparedness

Office of Information Technology

Office of Operational Coordination

Plum Island Animal Disease Center

Other

R e e N A I E Y LSRRG ES

Department of Justice

35

Federal Bureau of Investigation

[
[

Drug Enforcement Administration

Immigration and Naturalization Service

Civil Rights Division

Central and East European Law Initiative

Environment and Natural Resources Division

Executive Office of Immigration Review

Office of Special Investigations

U.S. Attorney's Office

Other

NN e N N L N K

Department of Labor

Department of State

333

U.S. Embassy or Consulate Overseas

123

Foreign Service

Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs

Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs

Bureau of Western Hemisphere Affairs

Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor

Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs

U.S. Mission to the Organization for Security and Co-Operation
in Europe

Bureau of Intelligence and Research

Bureau of International Information Programs/U.S. Information
Service

U.S. Mission to the United Nations

Bureau of International Security and Nonproliferation

Bureau of Consular Affairs

Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs

Bureau of Political-Military Affairs

Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs

Albh(N|O|O|OT| O |Of N |[0|N]|©
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Irag Reconstruction Management Office 4

Bureau of Public Affairs 6

Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs 4

Bureau of Administration 3

Bureau of Diplomatic Security 3

Office of the Under Secretary for Democracy and Global Affairs 3

Bureau of Arms Control 2

Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration 3

Office of the Global AlDs Coordinator 2

Office of the Legal Adviser 3

Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs 1

Office of Civil Rights 1

Office of Policy Planning 1

Other 29
Department of the Interior
Department of Transportation
Department of Treasury 14

Office of Intelligence and Analysis 3

Office of African Nations 2

Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 3

Financial Management Service 1

Internal Revenue Service 1

Office of Foreign Exchange Operations 1

Office of the General Counsel 1

Office of Middle East and South Asia 1

U.S. Customs 1
Department of Veterans Affairs 12
Environmental Protection Agency 13
Executive Office of the President 15

Office of Management and Budget 7

National Security Council 3

Office of the U.S. Trade Representative 2

White House 1

Office of the Counsel to the President 1

Office of the Special Envoy to the Americas 1
Federal Aviation Administration 1
Federql Qommunications 2
Commission
Federal Judiciary 7
Federal Reserve 7
Government Accountability Office 3
Intelligence Community
(unspecified) 24
Inter-American Foundation 1
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International Broadcasting Bureau 1
Library of Congress
Millennium Challenge Corporation
National Aeronautics and Space
- 8 18
Administration
Research Centers 10
Human Space Flight and Research Division
Office of External Relations
NASA Space Grant Program
National Science Foundation 7
Overseas Private Investment 2
Corporation
Peace Corps 34
Securities and Exchange 2
Commission
Small Business Administration 3
Smithsonian Institution 3
Social Security Administration 2
U.S. African Development
. 1
Foundation
U.S. Agency for International
137
Development
U.S. Courts 1
U.S. Congress 57
U.S. Institute of Peace 2
U.S. Postal Service 1
TOTAL 1390
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APPENDIX K: 2009 NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION BOARD MEMBERS

Federal Government Members

Secretary of Defense Designee
Mrs. Gail McGinn
Deputy Under Secretary for Plans
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense
for Personnel and Readiness
[Chair]

Director of National Intelligence
Dr. Ron Sanders
Chief Human Capital Officer
Office of the Director of National
Intelligence

National Endowment for the Humanities
Mr. James Leach
Chairman

U.S. Department of Commerce
Ms. Michelle O’'Neill
Deputy Under Secretary for International
Trade
International Trade Administration

U.S. Department of Education
Mr. Marshall Smith
Senior Counsel to the Secretary of
Education

U.S. Department of Energy
Mr. Nicholas A. Carlson
Director, Office of International
Operations
National Nuclear Security Administration

U.S. Department of State
Dr. Ruth Whiteside
Director of Foreign Service Institute

91

Presidential Appointees

Dr. James W. Carr
Executive Vice President
Harding University

Dr. George Dennison
President
The University of Montana

Dr. David Mclintyre

Former Director

Integrative Center for Homeland Security,
Texas A & M University

Dr. Kiron Skinner

Assistant Professor, Carnegie Mellon
University and Research Fellow, Hoover
Institution, Stanford University

Dr. Todd I. Stewart

Director, Program for International and
Homeland Security

The Ohio State University

Dr. Mark Gerencser

Senior Vice President
Booz Allen Hamilton

Executive Director of the Board

Dr. Robert O. Slater
Director, National Security Education
Program

* Membership through December 2009



APPENDIX L: NSEP GROUP OF ADVISORS

Mr. Kerry Bolognese

Vice President of International Programs

National Association of State Universities
and Land-Grant Colleges

Ms. Deanna Behring

Director of International Programs

Pennsylvania State University, College of
Agricultural Sciences

Ms. Christine Brown
Assistant Superintendent
Glastonbury Public Schools

Dr. Maria Crummett
Dean of International Affairs
University of South Florida

Dr. Wayne Decker

Director, International Studies & External
Affairs, Honors College

University of Arizona

Dr. Michael Everson

Associate Professor

Department of Curriculum & Instruction
College of Education

University of lowa

Dr. Dévora Grynspan

Assistant to the President for International

Programs, Director of the Office of
International Program Development
Northwestern University

Dr. Lori Levin

Associate Research Professor
Language Technologies Institute
Carnegie Mellon University
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Dr. Beverly Lindsay

Professor of Education

Higher Education and Comparative &
International Education

Penn State University

Dr. Martha Meritt
Associate Dean for International Education
University of Chicago

Dr. Selma Sonntag

Chair

Department of Government & Politics
Humboldt State University

Dr. Daniel Stoll

Director — Center for International
Academic Programs

University of Missouri — Kansas City

This list represents The Group of Advisors
(GoA) membership as of Fall 2009. The
GOA is established as a subgroup of the
National Security Education Board. The
GOA meets twice a year and is represented
by its chair at meetings of the Board. The
GOA consists of 13 members, with one slot
vacant. GOA meetings are chaired by NSEP
staff.



APPENDIX M: UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AN D AGENCIES
WITH NATIONAL SECURITY RESPONSIBILITIES IN WHICH NS EP GRADUATES
MAY WORK TO FULFILL SERVICE OBLIGATIONS

Department of DefensgAll departments, agencies, commands, and acsyitie
Intelligence Community (All agencies and offices)

Department of State(All agencies and offices including the following)

Foreign embassies

Regional and functional bureaus
National Foreign Affairs Training
Bureau of Intelligence and Research

Department of Homeland Security(All agencies and offices)

Department of Commerce

Bureau of Industry and Security
International Trade Administration

Department of Energy
National Nuclear and Security Administration
Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
Office of Policy and International Affairs
National laboratories

Department of Justice
Drug Enforcement Administration
Federal Bureau of Investigation
National Drug Intelligence Center
National Virtual Translation Center
Pentagon Force Protection Agency

Department of the Treasury
Office of Foreign Assets Control
Office of International Affairs

Independent Agencies
- Unites States Agency for International Developn{&/8AID)
Export-Import Bank of the U.S.
Overseas Private Investment Corporation
United States International Trade Commission
Peace Corps
Millennium Challenge Corporation
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Executive Office of the President

National Security Council Staff

Office of Management and Budget-National Secunitgt lnternational Affairs Division
Office of National Drug Control Policy

Office of Science and Technology Policy

Office of the U.S. Trade Representative

United States Congress
Congressional Budget Office: Defense and Internatiéffairs
Congressional Research Service
United States Congressional Committees

Senate
- Appropriations

Armed Services

Commerce, Science, and Transportation

Energy and Natural Resources

Finance

Foreign Relations

Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs

Judiciary

Select Committee on Intelligence

House of Representatives

- Appropriations
Banking and Financial Services
Budget
Commerce
Foreign Affairs
National Security
Resources
Science
Transportation and Infrastructure
Ways and Means
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
Select Committee on Homeland Security
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